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Abstract 
An Exploratory Comparative Study of Experts and Generalists as Change Management 
Leaders in Non-Core Areas of Organizations 
Steven Glenn BURTON 
 
Large-scale organizational change is a necessary undertaking critical to the ongoing 
success of most firms. Despite the necessity of such change, it is also an undertaking that 
fails at approximately twice the rate that it succeeds. Prior work on change leadership 
primarily looks at characteristics of the individual leader and does not differentiate on areas 
of the organization where change will be occurring. The work conducted in this research 
compares categories of change leaders and looks at change within a specific area of a firm, 
its non-core business area. 
 
This exploratory research compared core-area technical experts to generalists as change 
leaders in non-core areas of their firm. It sought to identify if differences existed between 
these two groups in leading non-core-area change in these four areas: 1) recognition of 
need for change, 2) motivation to lead change 3) perception of skills to lead change and 4) 
perception of empowerment to lead change. A multi-step grounded theory approach was 
used to develop the research questions, propositions and hypotheses. This was followed by 
a two-stage survey of expert and generalist leaders in higher education institutions. 
 
The results showed that while experts were perceived to be empowered and to possess 
some of the necessary skills, they demonstrated little intrinsic motivation to contribute in 
non-core-area change leadership. Instead, they preferred to contribute in their expert 
` 
technical area. Generalists also were perceived to possess some of the necessary skills to 
lead change, and they demonstrated a higher level of recognition of the need for change 
and a significant preference to contribute in the area of non-core-area change leadership. 
However, they were perceived as not possessing sufficient empowerment to be a non-core-
area change leader. 
 
This foundational exploratory work is presented to both provide practice-based guidance 
for firms, as well as establish a base for future work to further the field of study. Looking 
at categories of change leaders (experts and generalists in this work) in specific areas of 
an organization (non-core in this work) appears to be a lightly researched area. However, 
with the consequences of not changing or of suffering failed changes being potentially 
fatal to an organization, guidance that can come from further research in the area is a 
topic of great importance and worthy of continued research.
i 
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INTRODUCTION 
The exploratory research conducted and discussed in this paper presents a comparative 
investigation into leadership dimensions of technical experts and non-technical 
generalist leaders for large-scale organizational change in non-core areas of a firm with 
multiple business units. These efforts look to build upon prior research on 
organizational and leadership characteristics that are positively related to successful 
organizational change, seeking to add to the area of research on technical expert/non-
technical generalist leaders in non-core areas of a firm. 
 
Many firms that have a highly dominant core activity often assign experts from that 
core area to manage and lead change not just into the core areas, but in the non-core 
activities of the firm. For instance, physician leaders often populate the senior ranks of 
hospital management and are given responsibility for changing many “non-core” 
activities in the hospital. By being tapped as area leaders, sitting on steering committees 
or being assigned to non-core groups for a period of time, they also become responsible 
for leading the firm through the non-core activities that often enable the sustainability 
of the organization as a whole. To doctors at a research hospital, research is the keys to 
the kingdom. Treating, servicing, discharging, billing and ensuring patient satisfaction 
is often of less interest or value to this group. Similarly, in a practicing hospital, patient 
outcomes may trump all in the attention of the clinical practicing experts of the 
organization. But, again, other stakeholders such as patients, insurers, family members, 
patient support groups, etc. may view other activities such as the hospital’s cleanliness, 
waiting times, responsiveness, billing, etc. as very important to their experience. These 
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“non-core activities,” while often undervalued by the expert manager from the core, 
can limit (or enable) the success of the organization. 
 
Moreover, this happens in many industries and firms. For instance, research faculty in 
research universities are often assigned to run non-research-based activities. It follows 
that these activities are considered to be non-core. One might ask: Are they ideally 
suited for such tasks? Do they have the interest and are they willing to commit the time 
and effort to develop the domain skills to make changes to the organization’s non-core 
functions? Just as hospital doctors might not see scheduling, billing or facilities 
management as important, research faculty might not be committed to changing degree 
programmes, student life initiatives, practitioner engagement or even the development 
of facilities that enable the college to operate. 
 
These problems are not just germane to highly skilled professionals. Many firms also 
have core activities that they engage in. For instance, 3M was built around the idea of 
innovation through scientific and engineering discovery. The firm management wanted 
to have 70% of sales coming from new products that were less than three years old. 
Their incentive, recruitment and retention policies were set up to promote an innovative 
and scientific culture. But once discoveries are made, the firm needs to produce, 
distribute and overall commercialize their new discoveries. Often, they assigned 
technical experts to these tasks. Again, the question is; are these core experts suited, 
engaged and/or motivated to perform such non-core roles? 
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Change is generally described as “a transformation observable in time, which affects 
temporarily or briefly the structure and functionality of the social organization of a 
certain community, and which shifts the course of its history or development” (Blanca 
& Ramona, 2016; Abraham, 2000). Following this, organizational change would be “a 
series of actions, taken to modify or change completely existing processes and practices 
in an organization, that takes place over time, and with phases of variability and 
uncertainty” (Blanca & Ramona, 2016; Nesterkin, 2013), and change leaders would be 
those in the organization employed and assigned the responsibility to effect the 
transformation. Few organizations are immune to the need for change to survive 
(Kitchen & Daly, 2002), and this effect seems amplified in today’s fast-moving, 
complex, highly competitive and uncertain environment. 
 
Resisting change through relying on past successes have resulted in the demise of many 
organizations, with Kodak, Motorola, A&P, Sears, and Borland serving as reinforcing 
examples of this. In addition to failures associated with change resistance, it is argued 
that incremental change is also insufficient in many cases. Clayton M. Christensen’s 
“The Innovator’s Dilemma” (1997) builds the case for disruptive innovation-driven 
change as a critical foundational item in support of a firm’s future success. 
Christensen’s claim is that an incremental approach is presented to be ineffective as a 
sole strategy for most organizations, with large-scale disruptive changes being a 
necessary component for them to remain competitive, thrive and perhaps even survive. 
Despite the need for change being well recognized, institutions seem to resist going 
through fundamental change unless they believe they face serious trouble and need to 
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do something different to survive (Lagace, 2002). Analogous to Newton’s First Law of 
Motion, which states that an object remains at rest or in uniform motion unless acted 
upon by an external force, most organizations continue gently moving forward in a 
uniform, historically determined motion until an external threat poses a challenge to 
their competitive position or to their survival. Many times, responses are too late. 
 
For organizations that do embark on large scale change initiatives, the literature reports 
that they are more than twice as likely to fail as to be successful, with approximately 
70% of change initiatives failing due to issues in launching, scaling or sustaining the 
planned change (Kotter, 1996; Beer & Nohria, 2000). Despite the prior research 
illustrating the continuing and increasing levels of challenge associated with effectively 
implementing change (Kotter, 1994; Carnall, 1999) and the works exploring change 
implementation failure mechanisms (Kotter, 1996), there seems to be little agreement 
on how best to proceed. 
 
“Change leadership is the engine of change… It is the process that fuels large-scale 
transformation,” said John Kotter (Issah, 2018). In looking to understand the role 
leadership plays in large-scale change, the literature exists supporting its significance. 
Issah (2018) identifies leadership as central to an institution’s organizational change 
initiatives, and Kotter (2013) positions leaders as being tasked to create the direction 
and systems for change that managers then manage through implementation. Kotter 
(2007) emphasizes the role leaders play in large-scale transformational change through 
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their recognition and response to the stepwise nature of change, and further that 
unsuccessful transformations typically result from a change leader faltering in at least 
one of the following eight steps he has associated with successful change: 1) generating 
a sense of urgency, 2) establishing a powerful guiding coalition, 3) developing a vision, 
4) communicating the vision clearly and often, 5) removing obstacles, 6) planning for 
and creating short-term wins, 7) avoiding premature declarations of victory, and 8) 
embedding changes in the corporate culture. In a brief summary, it can be advanced 
that a necessary component of successful organizational change is a leader’s ability to 
provide the team’s vision and motivation, enabling the group to work together toward 
a common objective in the change (Higgs & Rowland, 2000). 
 
From the base established above: 
1. Large-scale organizational change is believed to be a requirement for most firms to 
remain competitive. 
2. Organizational change is an especially challenging undertaking with most large-
change initiatives not succeeding. 
3. The organization’s leader plays a central role in envisioning, advancing and setting 
up change initiatives, so they can be successful. 
4. There is little agreement in literature on how best to proceed given the current 
understanding of organizational change and some of either the mechanisms for failure 
or paths forward for successful change. 
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This research moves beyond looking at institutions as large homogeneous bodies in the 
discussion of organizational change management, and instead asks and explores if 
firms with multiple business units, all of which compete for scarce resources, may find 
it more difficult to successfully change in some areas rather than in others. Specifically, 
the research looks at areas of an institution that are considered institutionally 
subordinated (non-core areas) due to their lower profile, lower emphasis, non-legacy 
product category, or for other reasons. In looking at subordinated areas, this research 
looks at questions regarding change-leadership dimensions of 1) the technical expert 
leader with roots in, and originating from, the technical components of the core area, 
and 2) the non-core area, non-technical generalist leader. The current literature on the 
state of organizational change management leaders does not appear to address different 
categories of leaders. Instead, it looks more closely at capabilities and competencies of 
the individual (e.g., Buchanan & Boddy, 1992; Marcus & Pringle, 1995; 
Antonacopoulou & Fitzgerald, 1996). The literature also seems to approach institutions 
as homogeneous bodies, and does not differentiate between the core and the 
subordinated non-core units when looking at the success or failure of change 
management and change leadership. These two gaps that seem to exist define the area 
where this research will focus and seek to contribute. 
 
In the Literature Review section that follows, a summary and discussion is presented 
of research and theoretically based prior work on topics relevant to this work’s research 
topics. Findings from prior work will then support the development of a set of testable 
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hypotheses, as outlined in the subsequent Hypotheses Development section, to address 
the research questions posed above. The methodology used in this research will then 
be presented in the Methodology section, outlining the three-step data collection 
process used. In the Results and Discussions section that follows, the full set of results 
are presented and discussed. For the final sections of this research, limitations of the 
work and areas for future work are presented and discussed. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Overview 
In this literature review, prior works specific to leadership, change management and 
change leadership are explored. Additionally, and in support of the areas explored in 
the research, attention will be paid to change and leadership findings specific to both 
core and non-core areas of a firm, as well as the categories of leaders involved. This 
uncovered little direct research on the topics; however, it did lead to works that 
introduced the construct of expert leadership, defined later in this section, as contrasted 
to generalist leadership (Goodall, 2012). The work on expert and generalist leaders 
explored their determinant of success in areas such as higher education (Goodall, 2006 
and Goodall, 2010), hospitals (Goodall, 2010), and professional sports (Goodall, Kahn 
& Oswald, 2011; Goodall & Pogrebna, 2012). Much of the work on expert leaders and 
firm performance was conducted in the field of higher education, which provided the 
path for adaptation of industry-specific observations and research questions to 
generalized research questions using the constructs accepted in the field. Further search 
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on the topic of Higher Education Institution (HEI) leadership identified works showing 
the growth of a generalist group in HEI functional, managerial and leadership roles. 
This group identified as third-space professionals, with student-facing responsibilities 
and components of the classroom education area of HEIs (Whitchurch, 2008, 2010). 
That is, this group had responsibility for what are perhaps not the core activities of the 
organization, but are definitely not just clerical. The third-space professionals’ 
responsibilities are beyond the purely organizationally administrative functions such as 
HR, Finance, IT and Technology. 
 
The constructs of expert and generalist leaders studied in the HEI field validated the 
planned methodology approach to conduct this research within the higher education 
sector. With the research’s foundational constructs (experts and generalist leaders, and 
core and non-core areas) identified, the literature search described here focuses on 
additional efforts on experts and generalists, as well work on core and non-core areas 
of an organization. Also sought in the literature search was prior relevant work on 
change leadership, with an emphasis on capabilities and characteristics related to large-
scale organizational change leadership. Finally, prior work on intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivators is reviewed in support of the research question components that address 
incentives and interests of experts and generalists to engage in change leadership 
initiatives in the non-core area of their organizations. 
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The Theory of Expert Leadership 
Goodall’s work on expert leaders addresses the question if organizations perform better 
under the leadership of experts or generalists. In the context of higher education, the 
conclusion that “Better universities are run by better researchers” was reached 
(Goodall, 2006). In this effort, university league rankings positively correlated with 
citation levels of university presidents. The components of the ranking methodology in 
the league table were derived solely from research work by the university’s faculty and 
alumni. By looking at technical expert leadership and relating it to organizational 
performance in the field of higher education this research provides a good base for the 
work being proposed here. It, and other research that follow, provides support that 
validates the study of technical expert leaders, and of technical expert leaders in the 
field of higher education. It is limited in that it is only a correlation study; however, in 
the interpretation of the demonstrated correlation, hypotheses are put forward in the 
literature as potential explanation of the results, but these were not tested. 
 
Goodall expanded on the original work referenced above and analyzed longitudinal 
data from top research universities worldwide, finding that a university’s research 
output improved in the years after an appointment of a president (U.S.) or vice-
chancellor (U.K.) that was an accomplished researcher (2010). In seeking to understand 
why accomplished researchers improve the research output performance of research 
universities, 26 presidents/vice-chancellors were interviewed with four key 
explanatory themes emerging: 1. Better scholars appear more credible as leaders, 2. 
They have expert knowledge of the core business of universities, 3. They are standard-
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bearers, and 4. Better scholars signal organizational priorities (2010). This work is also 
a quantitative correlation study, but with a valuable complementing qualitative 
interview component. However, it also has a singular focus on the research component 
of a university’s mission, both in the quantitative correlation work and the qualitative 
proposition development explaining the demonstrated correlation. That is, it is using a 
supposed independent variable that is in fact confounded with the dependent variable. 
No controls for the contributions of these scholars to the actual output were accounted 
for. It does provide additional support for the study of technical expert leaders in the 
context of higher education, but in many ways the qualitative questions were 
confirmatory in nature. 
 
Expanding beyond the context of higher education in the study of technical expert 
leaders, Goodall looked at physician leadership of hospitals (2011), and Goodall and 
Pogrebna studied former-driver leadership of Formula One racing teams (2012). Both 
resulted in correlation findings similar to those found with scholars leading universities. 
Physicians leading hospitals and former drivers leading Formula One teams both 
positively correlated with the performance of their respective organizations. For the 
Formula One research, the performance measure was representation on podium 
position, finishing a race in first, second or third place; and for hospitals, the measure 
was a rankings table that used patient outcomes (survival), structure (resource density) 
and process (peer surveys ratings of patient care delivery). Thus, the research on 
physician-led healthcare seemed to go beyond a single measure that could be easily 
confounded. This provided empirical evidence that the broad results were more robust. 
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In the case of Formula One, placing in one of the top three podium positions is the 
measure of successful performance for their core business area, racing. In practicality, 
racing is the only business they are in, which is not the case for hospitals and 
universities. Hospitals eligible for participating in the rankings table were required to 
be teaching institutions or institutions associated with a medical school, so teaching 
and medical research would be other business areas that are considered to be non-core 
in the studies. Performance in these non-core areas were not measures used in the 
correlation analysis. For research universities with a classroom education mission in 
addition to their research mission, the classroom education component would be 
considered non-core in their operations, according to definitions from the previous 
cited work on technical expert leaders. The research performed here explores technical 
experts leading in the non-core function of an organization, an area not addressed by 
the work cited here. Also relevant, and an area these cited works do not study, is a 
leader’s management or leadership capabilities. An assumption made in the works was 
that leadership and management capabilities were considered constant across the 
leaders. It was not factored in or controlled for; however, management skills were 
acknowledged as being important, and they have been shown to positively correlate 
with organizational performance (Bloom, Genakos, Martin & Sadun, 2010; Bloom & 
Van Reenen, 2007). 
 
An additional study was conducted looking at technical expert leaders in U.S. 
professional basketball which also found a positive association of expert leaders, 
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former basketball players, with organizational performance measured in team wins 
(Goodall, Kahn & Oswald, 2011). However, alternative measures such as fan base, 
revenue, ticket prices, etc., were not measured. 
 
The Goodall work referenced above supports and has led to the development of her 
Theory of Expert Leadership (TEL), where Expert Leadership (EL) = f(IK, IE, LC) and 
IK, IE and LC are inherent knowledge, industry experience and leadership capabilities, 
respectively. Expert leaders are defined as ones that 1) are or have been a practicing 
technical expert in the activities of the organization’s core business, 2) are technically 
strong in the activities of the organization’s core business and 3) are in a management 
and leadership position in an organization within the core-business’ industry. Core 
business is defined as the primary or underlying activity that is considered to be the 
organization’s most important or central endeavor that generates the most attention and 
income (Goodall, 2012). Examples of expert leaders from the works cited above would 
be physicians leading hospitals, former Formula One drivers leading Formula One 
racing teams, former basketball players leading basketball teams and academic research 
faculty leading universities. Additional examples not presented in the referenced works 
would be lawyers leading law firms, consultants leading professional services firms, 
and perhaps technology engineers leading a technology business. 
 
The TEL work is foundational in addressing a previously unexplored topic. Through 
rigorous analysis, it provides strong confirming support for areas previously 
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unaddressed. As a foundational effort, it is broad and therefore provides many areas for 
additional follow-on investigations. The exploratory work conducted in this research 
will branch from TEL, using the constructs of expert leader and core-business areas, 
but looking at other characteristics of expert/generalist leaders in a more complex 
organizational structure. By definition, a key requirement of the TEL is that each of the 
components of an expert leader (IK, IE and LC) be closely linked to the organization’s 
core business. Areas that it does not address which are relevant to this research would 
be: 
 
Leading in a Non-Core Business Area  
The performance of an expert leader operating outside their core business area of 
expertise is explicitly not addressed by TEL. More specifically and more practically, 
TEL also does not address the performance of a related but non-core business area in 
an organization where an expert leader has responsibility over multiple business areas, 
some in the core business area, others in a related but non-core business area. In the 
TEL work, a limited set of organizations were studied, with each organization 
structurally defined with a single business area, sports teams being a good example. In 
the much more common scenario of organizations with multiple business areas, as a 
leader moves up and expands their responsibilities, it is inevitable that they, expert or 
generalist, will eventually be leading across core and non-core business units. Perhaps 
as tradeoffs need to be made, it is practical to suggest that leaders could prioritize core 
business areas due to their importance to the larger organization, especially in the case 
of expert leaders. As core and non-core areas become closer in their importance to the 
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organization, the capabilities of an expert leader in a non-core area becomes of higher 
importance. 
 
Performance Measures 
TEL uses a single organizational performance measurement for assessing the success 
of the expert leader, and this seems natural and necessary for a foundational effort. 
Beyond the initial broad-stroke approach of an early effort in developing a field, future 
efforts, including the one conducted in this research, can look at more specific measures 
that would eventually add to or subtract from the more general overall performance 
measurement. In this work, change management is the measurement of interest. 
Absolute organizational change levels are not measured, but rather the work looks to 
observe explanatory leadership characteristics. 
 
Leader/Manager Level 
The studies conducted in support of developing the TEL look exclusively at the top 
leader of the organization, CEO, CEO-equivalent, president, vice-chancellor, and do 
not go further down in the organization. Leaders at levels below the CEO (or 
equivalent) will also have an impact on the success of an organization, and the TEL 
analysis has not addressed sub-organization expert leaders as a contributing factor to 
organizational performance. Also, in looking at a single leader point within an 
organization, effects of complementing or conflicting interactions between experts and 
generalists remain available to explore. 
15 
 
Leadership Competencies 
Leaders prepared with sufficient and necessary leadership skills that demonstrate 
appropriate leadership behavior will likely succeed in leading change (Moore, 2009). 
The leadership competencies (LC) component of the TEL model is addressed through 
propositions identifying the type of programmes that would be best suited for 
developing leadership competencies in experts. The propositions put forward focus on 
the programmes expected to be more attractive to experts and ones which would result 
in higher participation rates, with the belief that specialized leadership development 
programmes that are more tailored to leading within the core business area would be 
preferred, and therefore would be of greater benefit to the expert leader than general 
management versions. 
 
Inherent in proposing the types of leadership development programmes that would be 
most appropriate for expert leaders, addressed briefly in the TEL work, is that 
leadership skills are not expected to be an integral capability or strength of experts and 
rather that they need to be developed. The question of “Are leaders made or are they 
born?” is a widely researched topic with the accepted consensus that leaders are “made” 
rather than “born.” The 2006 work by Arvey et al studying twins found the holding of 
leadership positions to be 70% attributed to factors other than heredity, with prior 
experiences being primary amongst the other factors (Arvey et al., 2006). The 
Leadership Challenge (Kouzes & Posner, 2002) reviews in great detail the learnings of 
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recognized great leaders, and how these leaders acquired their learning. They conclude 
on the side of “made” rather than “born.” McCall and Hollenbeck position leadership 
as an expertise skill, drawing similarities to areas like surgery, music, dance, chess, 
mathematics and sports (2008), and position it as a skill that can and should be 
developed. Here, the expertise is leadership and not the business functional area as has 
been discussed in the TEL. This is an important observation for the work here because, 
as McCall and Hollenbeck suggest in the same work, findings from their research 
indicate that organizations predominately expect individuals to naturally perform with 
leadership expertise when moved into roles requiring it. They find that minimal 
intentional development is provided, and that instead individuals are “thrown into 
challenging assignments” and left to sink or swim. Simply putting an expert into a 
leadership position without investment over time in developing their leadership 
competencies is not expected to result in strong leadership competencies which is both 
a necessary component of TEL and a factor shown to be associated with effective 
organizational leadership.  
 
TEL Limitations 
As addressed above, the TEL is restricted to expert leaders leading within the core 
business area of their organization, where core business area is defined as “the primary 
or underlying activity that is considered to be the most important or central endeavor 
in an organization and generates the most attention and income” (Goodall, 2012). Large 
organizations are generally not structured as single-business-area entities, with the 
sports team examples studied in the development of TEL being one. Few large 
17 
organizations with multiple business areas are structured with a well-defined core 
business area, and instead consist of multiple business areas that they may claim would 
be the core area. In organizations with multiple business areas, it is not unexpected that 
there could be cases of differing beliefs on which is the core business area. This work 
looks at experts leading in a well-defined non-core area of a multi-business-area 
institution. 
 
Another limitation identified in the TEL work addresses potential leadership limitations 
of experts. It suggests that perhaps the inherent intrinsic motivation directed toward 
achieving in their specialist area paired with a high level of self-motivation by experts 
could have the potential to restrict their empathic tendencies toward non-specialists and 
toward matters outside their specialist area. Empathy and a leader’s ability to 
understand and manage emotions are increasingly being understood as important 
competencies for effective leadership (Foltin & Keller, 2012; Momeni, 2009; 
Srivastava, 2013). Barbuto and Burbach (2006) state that leaders responding with 
empathy can improve an organization’s effectiveness and that “leaders must fully 
engage and connect with their followers” to bring about change through higher 
performance. Restricted empathetic tendencies of experts leading outside their 
specialist area would therefore be expected to reduce their leadership effectiveness. 
 
Expert Leaders 
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Prior work on expert leaders supports their abilities in leading within the core expert 
areas of an organization. Early work on the topic involved the studying of scientists’ 
productivity, finding that the best predictor of a fellow scientist’s performance was the 
technical capabilities of the leader (Andrews & Farris, 1967). These results were further 
supported by Barnowe’s (1975) works, which also added a quantification that 
leadership, moderated by a leader’s technical traits, provided 18% of the explained 
variability in the measures of contribution to scientific knowledge and contributions to 
applied practices. Research investigating the performance of technical and creative 
roles finds that they are best led by colleagues that share the technical competencies 
due to their ability to effectively communicate with those in the role, to best articulate 
organizational needs and priorities in translatable means, and to evaluate their 
performance (Mumford et al, 2000). Further, an expert leading creative team members 
is perhaps necessary from a relatability and credibility perspective (Mumford et al, 
2002). Having an understanding of the technical nature of the challenges faced, the 
ability to discuss in sufficient technical detail and to be viewed as credible in the 
leadership role have been shown to be important and beneficial in leading technical 
creatives. 
 
The prior work on expert leaders demonstrates their strengths in leading fellow expert-
types and is supportive of the IK (inherent knowledge) and IE (industry experience) 
components of TEL. Performance measures used in these works are technical and the 
study environment is exclusively in the technical business area with technical 
colleagues. Not addressed are expert leaders operating beyond technical measures, nor 
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is the leading of non-technical individuals, nor leading outside the technical core area. 
Change leadership by an expert in a non-core area would involve leading outside their 
core area, leading non-technical colleagues, and having measures other than technical 
production. This is an important area with direct work not available. 
 
According to the Upper Echelon theory (Hambrick & Mason, 1984), managers make 
strategic choices that represent their values and cognition which as applied to the area 
studied here would indicate that expert leadership outside an expert’s core area would 
demonstrate the values of the expert area and cognition associated with the traits of the 
expert field. Experts would be expected to favor strategies and focus on the expert area, 
potentially at the expense of the non-core area. On the cognition dimension, in the field 
of higher education this could translate into an incremental risk-averse leadership style, 
and in the field of Formula One this could translate into a more aggressive risk-seeking 
style. 
 
Generalist Leaders 
Looking beyond expert leaders, prior works regarding generalists are explored. 
Frydman (2005) looked at characteristics of top executives in dozens of large publicly 
traded companies, documenting a downward trend in the number of leaders with 
technical/firm-specific backgrounds and an associated rise of generalist leaders 
specifically over the past three to four decades. In this study, she also recorded a 5X 
increase, rising from about 10% to over 50% over a four-decade period from 1960 
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forward, in the number of MBA graduates occupying executive positions in the firms. 
This was associated with a reduction in leaders with technical engineering and science 
degrees, further supporting the trend toward leaders with broad, multi-functional, 
generalist backgrounds. Bertrand (2009) also supports the trend of firms utilizing an 
increasing share of generalist leaders in their senior executive ranks, proposing that 
trending organizational changes involving broader spans of control and increasingly 
complex functional breadth responsibilities have increased the desire to have 
generalists over technical specialists in these roles. 
 
Teodoridis et al (2018) found that specialists perform better in fast-changing 
environments, with generalists being stronger in fields that change more slowly. In a 
rapidly changing environment, generalists may struggle to stay current in the evolving 
technical aspects of the field, making them less suited to keeping up with the pace. In 
a slower changing field, specialists may be too ingrained in the field to identify new 
opportunities or to generate novel ideas outside their view of the field defined by deep 
experience in the current mode of operation. The work was performed with data from 
a single-function highly technical field, theoretical mathematics, so while valuable for 
consideration in this work, it may be limited in its applicability to more complex, multi-
functional, multi-business area scenarios. The leading of strategy implementations are 
a key component of organizational changes and these implementations are shown to be 
an area having 70-90% failure rates (Raps, 2005; Candido & Santos, 2015). In a recent 
study (Momin, 2018), technical specialist middle managers were identified in these 
efforts as least effective at leading change in the form of strategy implementation due 
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to their limitations in interpersonal skills and action orientation, and perceived lack of 
strengths on leadership and disruptiveness dimensions. The ideal middle manager 
leaders for these initiatives were ones assessed with high competencies in leadership, 
action orientation and disruptiveness. 
 
Specific to the field of higher education, Beardsley (2017) notes an increasing trend of 
non-traditional higher education university leaders. In his work, traditional leaders 
broadly refer to research faculty who have built careers in academia, and non-
traditional leaders refer to the others. As interpreted for this work, traditional would be 
experts and non-traditional would be generalists. Specific claims are not made on the 
performance of each type, instead noting the rise of generalists. Whitchurch (2006) 
outlines the evolving roles of professional staff within higher education. Increasing 
numbers of professional staff are functioning beyond bounded well-defined task-
focused “professional administrator” positions and more toward knowledge worker 
roles, which are “producers and managers of knowledge.” Whitchurch continues to 
discuss the evolution of professional career paths in higher education and a professional 
ecosystem for this group of higher education managers. They are experienced in 
broadly managing and leading higher education institutions in administrative, student-
facing and academic-adjacent areas. HEI professionals in these areas demonstrated 
desires to make innovative contributions to their institutions and had high interests in 
opportunities to be creative in their roles (Whitchurch, 2008). These characteristics 
resemble those of creative professionals that Florida (2002) describes as preferring to 
work in stimulating, creative environments offering opportunities that allow them to 
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express themselves. The emergence of a Third Space functional area in higher 
education, defined as an area of work largely involving project-based engagements that 
extend across functions and many times across a university, and are not cleanly 
contained within existing organizational boundaries, have created new portfolios of 
activity comprising professional staff, some with terminal degrees (M.B.A., J.D. or 
Doctorates) or academics that are more prone to contributions in areas other than the 
traditional research track (Whitchurch, 2008). 
 
The move towards more generalist leaders in the commercial sector and an increasing 
generalist “third space” group in higher education, suggests that organizations are 
viewing generalists favorably for preparing the firm for the future. Hammer (2004) 
proposed that firms need to look beyond their businesses’ experts “to develop fresh 
ways of working” and to “establish a stage for operational innovation.” This could 
perhaps be evidence that the increasingly complex, highly competitive, fast-paced 
uncertain environment that defines most institutions’ current operating environment 
may require professional leadership in the form of generalists. 
 
Change Leadership 
“Without leadership, planned organizational change will never be realized” (Burke, 
2011). Intuition and experience suggest, and the research demonstrates, that significant 
change in an organization is not possible without full support from the organization’s 
leadership (see Higgs & Rowland, 2000, Issah 2018, Kotter 2007, 2013). Many change 
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leadership models have been proposed, with most models generally integrating the 
following components: 1) identifying need, 2) creating a vision, 3) planning options for 
actions, 4) mobilizing stakeholders, 5) designing & implementing actions, 6) 
evaluating and giving feedback (Dumas & Beinecke, 2018). Change leaders must 
create need for the change, engaging others to recognize the need and then create a 
structure for change (Higgs & Rowland, 2011). Organizationally, the leaders need to 
awaken and mobilize resources, institutionalize the need and change, and then navigate 
through structure, systems, politics and culture (Cawsey et al, 2011). With change 
involving a shift amongst groups of individuals, the leader(s) must be strong, 
interpersonally and effectively emphasizing the who, what, where, how and why of 
change (Moran & Brightman, 2001). 
 
Implicit in the change leadership models and literature is the necessity and requirement 
for a high level of interest and motivation to be a change leader. The high failure rates 
of change initiatives and the challenges associated with the well-documented resistance 
to change by individuals involved require that the leader(s) must have a sufficient level 
of motivation to envision, define, plan, roll out and follow through on organizational 
change initiative. Also implicit in the literature on change leadership is a leader(s) need 
for decision authority to put human, financial and other resources into action in support 
of the change, and organizational influence authority to work through the systems, 
politics and culture in support of the change. 
 
24 
An adaptation of Ambrose’s (1987) framework for managing complex change within 
organizations is presented below in Figure 1.  
 
Figure 1: Managing Complex Change. (Knoster, Villa & Thousand, 2000) 
 
This change leadership model, proposed in the context of, but not specific to, education 
provides a relevant and applicable foundation for this research. It encompasses the 
operational activities and components of 1) recognition (Vision), 2) capability (Skills), 
3) motivation (Incentives) and 4) authority (Resources and Action Plan) that were 
identified for exploration here and are identified as necessary pieces for successful 
organizational change. Additionally, this model’s integrated phasing structure, with its 
components presented in a timed order, reflects practice observations of the steps and 
also provides the flow for its predicted outcomes.  In the Hypotheses Development 
section, this work’s independent variables will be mapped onto the model in greater 
detail as a basis for developing the hypotheses and for results, discussion and analysis. 
Vision + Skills + Incentives + Resources + Action Plan = Change 
           
 + Skills + Incentives + Resources + Action Plan = Confusion 
           
Vision +  + Incentives + Resources + Action Plan = Anxiety 
           
Vision + Skills +  + Resources + Action Plan = Resistance 
           
Vision + Skills + Incentives +  + Action Plan = Frustration 
           
Vision + Skills + Incentives + Resources +  = False Starts 
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With failure rates at or above 70%, it can be argued that leading organizational change 
initiatives would be one of the more demanding professional tasks a leader will face. 
To be successful in the dimensions outlined above, a leader would need a sufficient 
level of interest and motivation for the change, the managerial authority to commit 
resources and sufficient organizational influence to remove obstacles that would 
threaten the success of a change effort. 
 
Motivations 
Regardless of the capabilities demonstrated by experts or generalists, an individual 
needs to be motivated to engage in an activity for them to be perceived as performing 
well, or perhaps even to do it at all. Absent motivation, employees can be expected to 
spend little effort on, or to avoid, activities they are not motivated to perform. If a role 
is dominated by activities that an individual is not motivated to perform, they can be 
expected to produce lower quality work and are more likely to leave the organization 
(Amabile, 1993). 
 
Of the many theories on motivation and work, Herzberg’s (1966) motivator-hygiene 
theory has been one of the most influential since its development. As the name implies, 
Herzberg defined two types of work motivations: 1) hygiene factors, which involve 
components surrounding the work context such as compensation, job security and the 
work environment, and 2) motivator factors, which include components relating to the 
work itself, such as type of work, autonomy and sense of accomplishment in addressing 
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challenging tasks. In this theory, hygiene factors primarily serve as de-motivators when 
they fall below an acceptable level, and in contrast, motivator factors serve to positively 
motivate individuals through interest in the work, freedom in pursuing means to 
accomplish it, and the internal sense of accomplishment from achieving works that is 
of internal interest to them. Instead of recharging an employee’s batteries (hygiene 
factors), instill in them internal generators (motivator factors) through work that is 
challenging and interesting. Then provide recognition when they achieve in these areas 
(Herzberg, 1987). 
 
Herzberg’s and other theories of motivation, including Hackman and Oldham’s (1976) 
job-enrichment model and Deci and Ryan’s (1985) self-determination work, classify 
work motivation into two broad areas, internal and external, which are generally 
referred to as intrinsic and extrinsic motivators, respectively. Using Amabile’s (1993) 
definitions:  
 
Individuals are intrinsically motivated when they seek enjoyment, interest, 
satisfaction of curiosity, self-expression or personal challenge in the work. 
Individuals are extrinsically motivated when they engage in the work in order 
to obtain some goal that is apart from the work itself. 
 
For knowledge work, wherein intellectual creative contributions are an integral 
requirement, intrinsic motivators have been shown to be much more important than 
extrinsic motivators, leading to Amabile’s (1998) Intrinsic Motivation Principle of 
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Creativity: people will be most creative when they feel motivated primarily by the 
interest, satisfaction and challenge of the work itself—and not by external pressures. 
Intrinsic motivators for experts can be expected to be more associated with core-area 
type work than other organizational type work, since as prior work has shown expert 
types are more inclined to identify personally with their professional expertise area and 
can therefore be expected to be motivated by professional achievements and 
recognition (Harrel & Stahl, 1981). Similarly, experts have been shown to value being 
reviewed and evaluated from their expert field more than from within their employer/ 
organization (Goulder, 1958; Organ & Green, 1981). 
 
Motivation is looked at in support of this work to explore the impact of an expert 
leading in a non-core business area. As discussed in the limitations section of the 
Theory of Expert Leadership, experts may be too singularly focused and interested in 
their expert area to be effective outside the core business area. Further, as discussed, 
third-space generalists in the context of higher education enjoy innovating and 
creating, so they could be expected to be interested in and prioritize these types of 
contributions in their work.  
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HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 
The hypotheses development begins with a restatement and review of the research 
questions, followed by the presentation of a set of relevant research propositions that 
address the research questions, which then lead to the testable hypotheses for this 
research. As developed and stated earlier in this work, the research questions to be 
addressed are: 
RQ1: Do technical expert leaders possess the appropriate interest, qualities and skills 
to lead change in the non-core business area of a multi-business organization? 
RQ2: Do generalist leaders possess the appropriate interest, qualities and skills to lead 
change in the non-core business area of a multi-business organization? 
RQ3: Can a leadership model be proposed based on findings from this research that 
would enhance the change capabilities in the non-core business area of a multi-
business organization? 
 
The initial interest in researching experts and generalists as change leaders resulted 
from years of observations by the author, who appeared to identify differences in 
capabilities, interests and empowerment between two types of industry-specific leaders 
(later recognized more generally as experts and generalists). To more effectively 
present the background and framing context for the work, the initial setting and 
observations will be reviewed in more detail in the Methodology section that follows. 
However, the noted observations led to a set of preliminary environment-specific 
research questions that in-turn led to further investigation through a series of semi-
structured interviews with representatives from the two types of leaders. Concurrent 
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and subsequent to these interviews, the review of prior literature presented above was 
conducted, which led to a refining and generalizing of the preliminary environment-
specific questions into the research questions presented above. 
 
In developing the propositions and hypotheses of this work, the theories presented in 
part emanate from the Knoster et al (2000) model for change leadership illustrated 
above in Figure 1. This model allows integration of relevant observations, experiences, 
interviews and prior literature review to form the basis for contributing further to the 
literature on the subject of experts/generalists’ in the role of change leadership. For 
future references, the change leadership model will be referred to as VSIRA (Vision, 
Skills, Incentives, Resources, Action Plan) 
 
Prior personal experiences, which were refined through the noted interviews, led this 
research to the following general assessments of expert and generalist leaders that 
emerged around the research questions. 
 
1. Expert leaders believed changes were occurring in the non-core area of the firm. 
Furthermore, for the non-core area, expert leaders seemed generally 
comfortable with the level of change that was occurring and were less interested 
in investing efforts in bigger, more disruptive change initiatives. They were 
generally less supportive in discussions of a need for more significant or more 
disruptive change initiatives. This could indicate that they believed greater 
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change was not needed in the non-core area, or that it was a lesser priority to 
them. 
2. Expert leaders viewed themselves and peer colleagues from their expert group 
as owning the responsibility for the strategic direction of their organization. 
This view extends to both core and non-core activities. 
3. Expert leaders perceived that, if they were inclined to do so, they had the 
capability, authority and flexibility to effect change in non-core areas. 
4. Generalist leaders in non-core areas generally expressed a desire to see more 
and bigger change initiatives. 
5. Generalist leaders felt capable of leading the change and demonstrated high 
interest in investing time and efforts toward change efforts. 
6. Generalist leaders generally perceived that the organizational culture and 
incentives were not supportive of them investing time in developing or 
advancing concepts or plans for significant change initiatives. 
7. Generalists believed that they were mostly unsuccessful in getting recognition 
for or advancing proposed change initiative projects. 
8. Generalists reported that securing resources for these projects was beyond their 
ability. 
9. Generalist leaders expressed a sense that the non-core area where they operated 
was lower in importance and priority to the core area, and therefore less likely 
to receive support or resources for large-scale change initiatives.  
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10. Generalist leaders suggested that their contributions were expected more 
toward maintenance and execution of ongoing activities in the non-core area, 
rather than toward creation or innovation. 
 
Analyzing these findings against the selected change leadership model, VSIRA, led to 
the development of propositions to address the research questions, and then to testable 
hypotheses in support of the propositions. Further summarizing the 10 points above in 
consideration of the VSIRA model, the following four key areas were identified from 
the interviews that apply to the focus of this research: 1) Recognition of need for change 
in a firm’s non-core area, 2) Motivation to lead change initiatives (intrinsic and 
extrinsic) in a firm’s non-core area, 3) Capabilities for leading change in a firm’s non-
core area, and 4) Organizational authority to lead change in a firm’s non-core area. 
Within the context of the study and in alignment with the VSIRA model, the following 
concepts are discussed: 
 
Recognition of need for change – Creating and articulating a Vision is a necessary 
precedent for any change initiative (Dumas & Beinecke, 2018; Higgs & Rowland, 
2011; Hitt, Haynes & Serpa, 2010) and is the first listed item in the VSIRA model. The 
VSIRA model and the research of Kets de Vries et al. (2007) suggests that sensing 
opportunities, threats and need for change are necessary steps in creating a vision. 
 
Capabilities for leading change – Commensurate with any complex task, leading 
change initiatives would require that the leader have a sufficient mix and level of Skills 
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to be successful. Large-scale change initiatives would span across technical, 
operational and organizational dimensions, and they would necessitate a sufficient 
level of skill qualifications in each. Additionally, as leadership is an identified 
competency, having skills in this area would also be a necessary component of leading 
change. 
 
Interest in leading change initiatives – Individuals need be motivated and Incentivized 
to engage in a task (Amibile, 1993). Larger scale change initiatives are both difficult 
and prone to fail (Kotter, 1996; Beer & Nohria, 2000). There is a rich literature on 
leaders and their ability to overcome operational challenges (e.g., Kotter, 1996; Issah, 
2012). It is expected that more successful managers are intrinsically motivated to 
engage in the effort needed to overcome challenges. Extrinsic incentives for change 
efforts would need to be at or above a hygiene level to avoid demotivating leaders from 
taking them on (Amibile, 1993). 
 
Organizational authority – Leading change would require that the leader have 
sufficient decision authority to secure and direct human, financial and other Resources 
necessary for the change. Indirect influence authority would be important to engage 
resources that are beyond one’s direct control to gain acceptance or lower resistance to 
a proposed change when an Action Plan is formulated and rolled out. The development 
and implementation of an action plan will require decision authority in order to 
mobilize individuals and teams to engage in the planned activities. Sufficient decision 
authority would be required to allocate the people to the tasks and objectives of the 
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plan. Additionally, large-scale change would be expected to require engagement from 
teams outside the direct management of a change leader, requiring sufficient influence 
authority to gain support and lower resistance to impacted groups outside the leader’s 
direct management control. 
 
Figure 2 below brings together in table form a mapping matrix of the research areas of 
this work with the VSIRA model. 
 
Figure 2: Mapping to the VSIRA Model 
 
Proposition Development 
Vision 
A key component of change leadership is creating and defining a vision (Dumas & 
Beinecke, 2018; Higgs & Rowland, 2011). This requires sufficient area expertise and 
knowledge, recognition of existing gaps, and awareness of areas in the current state 
that need improvement or evolution. With greater interest in core-area matters, experts 
would be expected to focus a majority of their attention, time and thought on core-area 
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matters. A lesser focus from them on non-core areas can be realized in multiple ways 
regarding their ability to identify need and define visions for change. Two prominent 
ways are addressed here.  
First, with a lesser focus on the non-core area, experts are expected to be less informed 
of the issues and latest developments in non-core-area matters, thus reducing the 
recognition of a need for change. They are not likely to participate in professional 
development activities or attend other professional events such as association 
conferences that focus on non-core-area business topics. Thus, they do not develop the 
robust knowledge base to recognize, diagnose, initiate, plan or execute the non-core-
area changes. Instead, the knowledge base for specialists stays at a superficial level for 
non-core activities. As Porter points out, it is often a series of minor changes that enable 
organizations to create sustainable competitive competencies/advantages (Porter, 
2004). That is, it is generally a series of small but comprehensive changes that lead to 
success rather than a large single item. Furthermore, in their collaboration with expert 
colleagues, it is expected that they would primarily or exclusively engage in discussions 
around topics more closely related to the core area and their personal expertise. In 
external party, non-expert collaborations, experts would also be expected to direct these 
efforts in ways that would promote and support their expert area work. A predominant 
focus on expert area matters would develop an enhanced knowledge set and expertise 
in that area, but would not advance their knowledge or capabilities within the non-core 
area. Absent the relevant topical information and also absent regularly engaging in 
professional interactions related to non-core-area subjects, experts would have a 
limited ability to strategically view the area and connect dots across multiple 
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information sources. These factors would result in a limited ability to formulate and 
develop a non-core area future-state vision that would serve as a basis to drive change 
initiatives.  
Second, with a lesser focus on non-core area happenings, the ongoing updates that do 
occur in the area could seem to experts as being more significant in impact and 
happening more frequently, which could lead to a perception that sufficient change is 
occurring, and that increased change activity is not needed. From this analysis, we 
propose that experts will perceive limited need for change in non-core areas of an 
organization, hindering their ability to develop a vision that would be necessary to 
initiate substantive change initiatives. 
 
RP1: Experts’ preference for, proximity to, and higher intrinsic interest in an 
 organization’s core areas will negatively impact their ability to recognize need and 
 therefore develop change visions for non-core areas of the organization. This would 
 reduce their capability for successfully initiating change. 
 
In contrast to experts, generalist leaders in non-core areas would not have the core-area 
technical matters competing for their attention and engagement. Therefore, in support 
of their role and responsibilities, these generalist leaders would be expected to focus 
primarily on the non-core area’s business. This would lead to a greater awareness of 
challenges, opportunities and threats in the non-core area. Additionally, this primary 
focus on the non-core area would lead to them participating in professional and 
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development activities related to the non-core area, resulting in a further enhanced 
awareness of opportunities, threats and challenges in the non-core area (Evans, 1992). 
The non-core-area generalist leaders’ enhanced awareness of challenges, opportunities 
and threats in the non-core area that results from their primary focus there will result in 
the knowledge and situational awareness needed to recognize the need for change 
initiatives. This research therefore proposes that generalist leaders will perceive a 
higher need for change in an organization’s non-core areas, enabling them to translate 
that perceived need into a vision for change. 
 
RP2: The generalist leaders’ scope of activities are generally restricted to a series of 
non-core-area activities. This restriction enables them to attain greater focus on the 
processes, policies, resources and barriers (In line with VSIRA) that enable operational 
efficiency and effectiveness in these non-core activities. Their investment in non-core 
competency building activities will further enhance their information base and domain 
capabilities. These capabilities will provide a greater basis for diagnosing, initiating, 
planning and executing change. 
 
Vision is an important starting point in the process of creating effective change 
strategies and executing them. The first step in any vision is to recognize a need for 
change from the current condition. Core experts working in non-core activities are not 
expected to have the focus or professional engagement in these non-core activities to 
perceive a need for change. 
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H1: The generalists’ perception of need for change in a firm’s non-core area 
will be higher than the experts’ perception of need in that area. 
 
Skills 
Four qualification components were addressed to develop propositions regarding the 
qualifications of experts and generalists in leading change: 1) technical, 2) operational, 
3) organizational and 4) leadership. Technical would involve items specific to the 
design, function or use of the product or service. For example, in an education 
environment, technical activities would involve elements such as curriculum or course 
design, learning outcomes and measurement, programme or center design, etc. 
Operational activities would include areas such as production and delivery, logistics, 
finances, technology, sales & marketing, regulatory management, etc. Organizational 
activities would include items like setting a vision, communicating need, creating 
organizational structure & culture, motivating teams, etc. Finally, leadership, as 
outlined from the literature search, is a developed competency, with lower levels of 
development positively relating to leadership skills (McCall & Hollenbeck, 2008). 
 
 
Technical Qualifications 
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In this research, it is proposed that as technical specialists from an organization’s core 
area, experts will be perceived as more qualified in technical matters than non-experts 
or generalists. Due to the valuing of their participation in core activities, senior 
management and those in control of the organization may believe that this qualification 
extends to both core and non-core areas. With generalists choosing organizational 
management and leadership as their expert area, it is expected that they will be 
perceived as less qualified than experts in technical matters of the business. Technical 
matters of non-core areas may be beyond the core-area capabilities of experts. 
However, with core and non-core areas being grouped together in an organization, it is 
expected that there is either technical overlap or technical relations between them, and 
the organization tends to hire technical experts into the management of these activities. 
The likely technical connection between core and non-core areas combined with the 
recognition of technical capabilities of experts will create the perception that experts 
are more qualified in technical matters in non-core areas. This perception would extend 
to experts being more qualified in technical matters of designing and leading change. 
 
RP3: Experts’ technical preference and focus will result in them being most qualified 
in technical matters in the non-core area of a firm. 
RP4: The technical expertise of the expert leader is also expected to make them most 
qualified to initiate and to deliver new initiatives. 
Operational Qualifications 
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Regarding operational components of change leadership, this research proposes that 
generalists will be perceived as more qualified to design and lead change compared to 
experts. Generalists can be expected to have had a broader, more-multifunctional 
educational and training background that has included focus on the different 
components of organizational operations. Additionally, the generalist’s career path that 
leads to management and leadership positions is expected to have involved stints in one 
or more of the operational areas, as they progress to and through management. The 
generalist leader may have managed or led areas where they had no direct experience. 
Experts are expected to view the operational area as necessary, but of lower interest to 
them, and therefore they are expected not to choose to extensively engage or develop 
in this area. 
 
RP5: Generalists’ preference for management and leadership will lead to choices in 
education, training and professional experiences that results in them being most 
qualified in non-core-area operational matters of a firm, including being the most 
qualified to initiate and to deliver operational components of new initiatives. 
 
Organizational Qualifications 
Regarding organizational components of change leadership, this research proposes that 
experts will perceive they are most qualified to lead change initiatives, and generalists 
will also perceive that they are most qualified. The following two lines of analysis are 
presented in support of advancing this proposition. First, as presented above, experts 
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are aligned and committed to their technical area. With the defining technical nature of 
the dominant core area, experts’ core-area affiliation and commitment could be viewed 
to position them in a stewardship role for the overall organization (including non-core 
areas) (Simpkins & Lemyr, 2018; Block, 2013). Associated with stewardship 
recognition would be a requirement of organizational awareness, knowledge, insight, 
capabilities and responsibilities to be effective in communicating, collaborating and 
generating shared understanding and accountability for the organization (Paquet, 2008; 
Wilson, 2013). As expert-based stewards, it is expected that they would perceive non-
experts (generalists) in the group to be subjects that are more task and operationally 
focused and less as owners of the organization. In their perceived stewardship capacity, 
experts could be expected to see their responsibility in assuring that any non-core 
changes would not disrupt or negatively affect ongoing core-area activities. Second, 
experts could be expected to view organizational changes in the non-core area to 
involve and impact experts throughout the business. As stewards, experts would 
perceive they are best equipped for efforts from any area of the business that would 
involve communicating with, motivating and affecting the culture within the expert 
community. 
 
In contrast, this research proposes that generalists will perceive that they are more 
qualified than experts in leading organizational areas of change management with the 
following lines of analysis presented in support of advancing this proposition. Similar 
to the discussion regarding the operational aspect of change, the generalists’ broader 
multi-functional educational and training background can be expected to have included 
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components that focused on organization leadership, management and change. Prior 
experience with organizational change initiatives in areas other than the core are also 
expected to be part of the experience set of generalists, furthering their perception of 
qualifications and competency in the area. Generalists are also likely to view the 
organizational components of change as not a technical matter and therefore more 
generalist in nature. 
 
RP6: Associated with experts’ perceived lead role in the overall business and their 
capabilities in communicating with and leading other experts, they will perceive that 
they are most qualified to design and deliver on organizational components of non-
core-area change activities. 
 
RP7: Generalists will be more likely to perceive organizational problems as managerial 
rather than technical in nature. This view, combined with their preference for education, 
training and professional experiences that focus on management and leadership, will 
lead to their perception that they are the most qualified to design and deliver on 
organizational components of non-core-area change activities. 
 
 
 
Leadership Qualifications 
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Higher levels of training, development and experiences in management and leadership 
areas will serve to build an individual’s leadership competencies and therefore, will 
result in them being more qualified and better as a leader (McCall & Hollenbeck, 2008). 
The experts’ focus on their technical area is expected, in general, to result in them 
receiving less formal, informal and breadth of experiential leadership development in 
their career (Goodall, 2012). This paucity of experience would render them less 
qualified as organizational leaders than generalists. The generalists’ education and 
career choices will result in them having experienced higher levels of formal, informal 
and experiential leadership development. Thus, if leadership is a developed 
competency and not an inherent trait of an individual, leaders are made not born 
(McCall & Hollenbeck, 2008), and generalist leaders would appear to be better suited 
to lead change initiatives, especially in non-core activities. 
 
Further adding to the difficulties faced by the emerging expert leader is that they 
generally demonstrate high intrinsic motivation for technical work. Thus, despite 
having added a series of broader organizational responsibilities, they would naturally 
continue to focus their professional development, attention and affiliation toward 
expert technical issues and tracks. Experts that take on leadership roles, either by choice 
or at the direction of their institution, would be expected to demonstrate less 
commitment to building a career in a managerial or leadership track and would choose 
to exit these roles to return to the core area of technical work. This limited commitment 
to building a managerial or leadership career would therefore result in a shorter duration 
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in the role and a lesser investment in the leadership development activities that are 
necessary to build high-level leadership capabilities. 
 
Conversely, generalists have actively chosen a managerial and leadership career, and 
it would be expected that with the choice of leadership as their preferred competency, 
they would invest in developing it through formal programmes (M.B.A. degrees, in-
house leadership development initiatives, competency certifications or other), informal 
programmes (mentor/sponsor relationships, self-directed readings, work/project 
assignment choices), and experiential means such as career and work assignment 
choices that pursue positions requiring broadening levels of managerial and leadership 
skills and responsibilities. 
 
RP8: The experts’ preference for technical core-area career paths and contributions 
will result in education, training, professional development and professional 
experiences that emphasize core area technical aspects over management and 
leadership. These career choice preferences will favor the experts’ technical 
development over development of their management and leadership abilities, and will 
result in them being more qualified technically than as a manager, leader or change 
leader. 
  
RP9: The generalists’ preference for managerial and leadership career paths and 
contributions will result in education, training, professional development and 
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professional experiences that emphasize management and leadership. These career 
choice preferences will improve their management and leadership abilities and result 
in them being more qualified as a manager, leader and change leader than if they had 
pursued development and training in other areas. 
 
The propositions on the technical Skills dimension of the VSIRA model position 
experts as most qualified to initiate (start) and deliver (implement) change in non-core 
areas of a firm. To test this theory, starting and implementing will be uncoupled and 
looked at separately. In this research, “starting” is defined as identifying and 
developing opportunities and securing support for the proposed initiative. 
“Implementing” is defined as taking the proposed change forward after the organization 
has committed support for an initiative. 
 
H2a: Experts will be perceived to be more qualified to start non-core-area 
technical change than generalists. 
 
H2b: Experts will be perceived to be more qualified to implement non-core-area 
technical change than generalists. 
 
Similarly, the propositions on the operational Skills dimension of the VSIRA model 
position generalists as most qualified to start and implement change in non-core-areas 
of a firm. Again, starting and implementing will be looked at separately. 
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H3a: Generalists will be perceived to be more qualified to start non-core-area 
operational change than experts. 
 
H3b: Generalists will be perceived to be more qualified to implement non-core-
area operational change than experts. 
 
Propositions regarding the organizational skills dimension of the VSIRA model have 
generalists and experts both perceiving their own group as most qualified to start and 
implement change in non-core areas of a firm. Again, starting and implementing will 
be looked at separately, resulting in the following hypothesis. 
 
H4a: Experts will perceive that experts are more qualified than generalists to 
start non-core-area organizational change. 
 
H4b: Generalists will perceive that generalists are more qualified than experts 
to start non-core-area organizational change. 
 
H5a: Experts will perceive that experts are more qualified than generalists to 
implement non-core-area organizational change. 
 
46 
 
H5b: Generalists will perceive that generalists are more qualified than experts 
to implement non-core-area organizational change.  
 
Propositions regarding the leadership Skills dimension of the VSIRA model suggests 
that through career option choices, generalists will have greater exposure to managerial 
and leadership education, training, development and experiences than experts, and 
therefore can be expected to be more qualified in the managerial and leadership areas. 
Leadership competencies will not be directly assessed, but rather this research looks at 
career-choice preferences between technical and managerial/leadership roles, 
concluding that management/leadership career choices would lead to increased 
opportunities for leadership development activities for an individual, and therefore will 
enhance their leadership skills and qualification level as leaders (McCall & Hollenbeck, 
2008). 
 
H6a: Experts will prefer technical core-area career-choice options rather than 
management and leadership career-choice options. 
 
H6b: Generalists will prefer management and leadership career-choice options 
more than experts. 
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Intrinsic Motivation 
It is proposed that experts will intrinsically be “experts first” and subsequently 
managers, leaders, change agents and non-core-area contributors when duly appointed 
to such roles. As outlined in the TEL limitation discussions and other cited works, 
experts are generally considered as specialists first in the type of work they prefer, how 
they define success and the type of recognition they prefer. As with any population, 
there would be a distribution of preferences amongst members, and with experts, this 
would have some preferring managerial or organizational leadership activities such as 
creating and leading change. However, when viewed as a group, experts will prioritize 
contributing in their expert technical area over managerial, leadership, change agent 
and other non-core-area contributions. 
  
RP10: Experts will be most intrinsically motivated to engage in technical work 
activities in their specialist area. 
 
It is proposed that generalists will demonstrate a preference for organizational 
contribution work, including leading change initiatives. Generalists have chosen 
management and leadership as their expert area, and similar to technical experts, they 
are also expected to have a preference for contributions, achievements and recognition 
within their leadership expert area. As highlighted in the third-space HEI professional 
discussion, generalists prefer creative and innovation-driven contributions 
(Whitchurch, 2015), and that preference is expected to result in generalists 
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demonstrating an equal or greater preference for leading new initiatives within their 
business area relative to leading ongoing matters of the organization. 
 
RP11: Generalists will be at least equally intrinsically motivated to create and lead 
new initiatives compared to their ongoing management and leadership responsibilities. 
 
RP12: Generalists will be more intrinsically inclined than experts to engage in creating 
and leading new initiatives in a firm’s non-core areas. 
 
In summary, generalists are more likely to embrace change. 
 
Extrinsic Motivation 
In this research, it is proposed that multi-business-area firms will structure incentive 
systems that result in extrinsic motivators viewed as insufficient to encourage change 
initiatives in non-core areas. As defined, an organization’s core-area business delivers 
the majority of profit and/or is the primary focus area of the firm (Goodall, 2012). 
Given this dominant position in the organizational hierarchy, it would follow that the 
area would be favored in attention, resources and decision preferences (Ansoff, 1965; 
Chandler, 1990; Maritan & Lee, 2017). This favor would then be expected to be 
reflected in the allocation of resource and individual recognition through promotions 
and career advancement. The preferential allocation of resources and recognition could 
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negatively impact incentive structures in non-core areas. Resources and incentives 
would be expected to flow to the core-area business, with non-core areas supported at 
a level designed to promote the maintenance of ongoing activities, rather than to 
encourage or substantively recognize the development and delivery of change 
initiatives. 
 
Building on the premise that extrinsic motivators are hygiene factors acting to 
demotivate activity in an area if below a threshold level, they would not be expected to 
independently motivate an individual to engage in an activity when they are less 
intrinsically interested in (Amibile, 1993). As discussed above, experts on average are 
not expected to be intrinsically motivated toward leading change initiatives in non-core 
areas. The expected absence of intrinsic motivators would reduce their engagement in 
leading non-core-area change initiatives. 
 
Conversely, generalists are expected to be intrinsically interested in leading change 
initiatives in non-core areas, and therefore extrinsic motivators could impact their 
willingness to engage and contribute in such. If generalists view that incentives are 
insufficient, then as extrinsic motivators they would be below the hygiene-factor 
threshold level, demotivating efforts toward leading change. Insufficient incentives 
would also signal to generalists that the organization prioritizes investing its limited 
resources in activities outside the non-core area. This could lead to low morale and low 
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initiative in this group, as the generalists would not expect support for any non-core-
area change initiatives they might propose or advance regardless of incentives. 
 
RP13: Extrinsic incentives, alone, are not sufficient to motivate either generalists or 
experts to engage in creating and leading change in non-core areas.  
 
Assessing intrinsic interests of each group would involve exploring an understanding 
of work preferences of experts and generalists through their weighted rank order 
preferences of a set of work activities expected to be representative of the basket of 
responsibilities encompassing the experts’ and generalists’ role, resulting in the 
following testable hypotheses: 
 
H7a: Experts will prefer technical core-area expert work activities over work 
activities that involve leading non-core-area change initiatives. 
 
H7b: Generalists will prefer work activities involving non-core area change 
initiatives equal to or greater than other ongoing managerial work 
activities. 
 
H7c: Generalists’ preferences for work activities involving leading non-core-
area change initiatives will be higher than that of experts. 
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Experts’ and generalists’ perceptions of organizational incentives and rewards for 
engaging in risky activities or in change initiatives will be used to assess their view of 
extrinsic motivators for engaging in change leadership activities in the non-core area 
of the firm, resulting in the following hypotheses that addresses extrinsic motivations:  
  
H8a: Experts will perceive extrinsic incentives as insufficient to motivate them 
to engage in change leadership activities in non-core areas of a firm.  
 
H8b: Generalists will perceive extrinsic incentives as insufficient to motivate 
them to engage in change leadership activities in non-core areas of a firm.  
 
Empowerment 
By definition, a firm’s core area is the primary focus and/or provides the greatest 
revenue (Goodall, 2012). Therefore, the core would be viewed as the most important 
area of the firm. As the dominant contributors within the core area, experts would be 
hierarchically positioned above generalists and others non-core-area experts, and 
perceived as more critical to the success of the area’s operations. Resulting from this 
elevated hierarchical position, core-area experts would be expected to be perceived to 
possess higher levels of both decision and influence authority when compared to 
generalists. Higher levels of decision authority could be manifested through a greater 
number of experts in management and leadership positions, and a greater representation 
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of experts in senior management and leadership positions. Greater influence authority 
could be manifested through a heavier weighting of the experts’ opinions and 
recommendations on key management decisions and organizational priorities. It could 
also be manifested through the possession of a higher level of organizational influence 
held by experts.. This superior positioning of core area over non-core area members in 
the firm creates tiers in the organization. This is expected primarily as a recognition of 
the capabilities and overall organizational authority of experts in the core area. 
However, this may also be partially a result of internal desires to limit the ability of 
non-core-area decisions and matters to negatively impact core-area items. 
 
RP14: The experts’ overall higher organizational positioning will be associated with 
higher levels of capabilities and higher levels of professional investment in the firm. 
These factors will result in higher levels of formal and informal authority for 
organizational decisions than generalists and other non-experts. 
 
Formal authority would be represented by the ability to take decisions on setting 
direction for and committing to change initiatives, and committing the resources 
necessary for the changes. Additionally, it would be represented in having the decision 
authority to resolve conflicts that would arise from change activities. 
 
In addition to formal authority, informal authority is often a critical element in effecting 
change (Van den Steen, 2009). Informal authority is most often manifested through the 
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possession of personal or political capital to advance a position irrespective of having 
the decision authority to do so (Baker, Gibbons & Murphy, 1999). In the context of this 
work, informal authority is represented by the cumulative influence ability of experts 
or generalists to advance their positions in affecting the ultimate decision-maker. 
 
H9a: Experts will be perceived to have higher decision authority than generalists 
to lead change initiatives in the non-core areas of a firm. 
 
H9b: Experts will be perceived to have higher influence authority than 
generalists on leading change initiatives in the non-core areas of a firm. 
 
 
Hypotheses VSIRA Summary 
Presented below in Figure 3 is a graphical representation of the hypotheses on the 
VSIRA model from Figure 1 and the mapping presented in Figure 2. 
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Figure 3: Hypotheses represented on VSIRA model 
 
In this figure, H1 is represented in the second line with a solid red block for the 
Vision dimension where experts are proposed to be weaker here.  H2 through H6 are 
represented in the third line with solid red blocks for Operational and Leadership 
skills which are proposed to be weaker for experts. Technical skills are represented in 
solid blue, a proposed weakness for the generalists. H7 is represented with a solid red 
block in the fourth line where experts are proposed to not have intrinsic motivations. 
H8 is represented with a solid block to where both experts and generalists are 
proposed to view extrinsic incentives as insufficient. H9 is represented in the last two 
lines with solid blue blocks for Resources and Action Plan representing the proposed 
weakness of generalists in authority. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
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With efforts originating from years of experience and refined through interviews, a 
discovery-oriented grounded theory approach (Glasser & Strauss, 1967; Wells, 1993) 
is used for this research. A general overview of the process steps in the approach is 
presented below, followed by greater detail for each step. The genesis for the research 
began much in advance of the formal work resulting from observations made by the 
author from years of practice-based field observations. The phenomena the author 
observed and the associated questions surrounding these observations were further 
confirmed and refined, prior to embarking on this research, through exploratory 
conversations with managers and leaders that were directly connected to the area 
observed. These efforts provided insights into the change and innovation processes and 
a foundation for the research that follows. As stated, these observations, conversations 
and the literature review of research work in this area created the basis for this line of 
inquiry and the topics to be researched. 
 
Beyond the initial observations and in formally moving into the research efforts, semi-
structured interviews were conducted. These were to further clarify, validate and refine 
the preliminary research questions that were to be explored. Concurrently, a review of 
prior literature on the topics and questions being explored was conducted. The 
interviews provided valuable insights, and the prior work review provided insights, 
constructs and frameworks that guided the next step in the research, which was the 
development of a survey questionnaire. The interviews and literature also supported 
defining of a target response set for the survey. The survey was deployed and as 
responses were generated, compiled and reviewed, additional questions emerged, and 
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other gaps were identified. The additional gaps and questions required further survey 
instrument to be constructed and executed, resulting in additional data collected. The 
follow-on survey was administered to a different, though similar response set, so as to 
not contaminate the populations. The steps are graphically represented in Figure 4 
below. 
 
 
Figure 4: Research methodology process flow 
 
The process blocks established above and illustrated in Figure 4 are defined with 
additional detail in the sections below. 
 
Pre-Research Practice-Based 
The author’s experience prior to embarking on this research effort consisted of a mix 
between stints initially in the corporate sector as an expert leader and later in higher 
education as a generalist manager and leader. This combination of experiences resulted 
in observations of perceived differences in how change was approached between the 
two environments, as well as a difference in how change was approached between 
technical and generalist managers. Higher education environments in the author’s 
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experience were observed to have higher resistance to change ideas and were less likely 
to take on initiatives. The perception was that there were opportunities available but 
that interest in creating or leading change by senior managers and leaders was lacking, 
or if not lacking, focused in other areas of the institution. This led to questioning if the 
perception was shared within the environments and possibly why it existed. The HEI 
experience and the noted observations by the author for HEI performance were gleaned 
exclusively from research-based HEIs. While attached to the research (core area) of 
these HEIs, the researcher’s experiences were in the education programme area of 
higher education at research institutions. Multiple conversations through the years with 
colleagues revealed that many others held similar beliefs. A range of beliefs on the 
topic were noted, with many of the conversations expressing thoughts on contributing 
factors. A perception held by the author that recurred in many of the conversations was 
the differences in thoughts and approaches between the organization’s technical experts 
(faculty) and its generalist managers/leaders (non-faculty staff). Other factors internal 
and external to an institution were also identified through observations and 
conversations, such as culture, regulation, tenure, accreditation, resources and 
incentives. 
 
To develop the research proposals of this work, a set of the phenomena were identified 
and compiled through the observations and conversations. Attention was paid to the 
explanatory factors that could lead to research questions, then to research propositions 
and lastly to testable hypotheses. As noted above, differences were perceived to exist 
between technical experts and generalist leaders within the education environment, 
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primarily occurring along the dimensions of Interest, Incentives, Capabilities and 
Empowerment. Experts were perceived to be the most capable and with the greatest 
empowerment, but with lower levels of interest and with limited incentives for creating 
and leading change in the classroom education component of higher education. In 
contrast, generalist leaders were perceived to be more interested in effecting change or 
innovating, but with lower levels of authority and less empowerment. Organizational 
incentives were also not perceived to be sufficient for this group. In beginning the 
research, these factors would form the basis for the work. Entering into this work, the 
following preliminary research questions were identified. These are specific to the 
higher education environment and through our literature review were generalized. 
 
pRQ1: Do higher education institute faculty leaders possess the appropriate skills, 
interests and empowerment to lead change? 
pRQ2: Do higher education institute staff leaders possess the appropriate skills, 
interests and empowerment to lead change? 
 
Literature Review 
Our pre-research work was specific to the higher education environment and 
specifically identified its organizational positions (faculty and staff). To move forward 
in a more broadly applicable approach, it was sought to understand through the 
literature review if the phenomena identified had more general constructs, frameworks 
and gaps that would support generalizable efforts and results. This is presented in depth 
in the Literature Review section, and the provided reference here is to present the role 
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it played in advancing the work beyond initial observations that were constrained 
specifically to a single environment. Support for generalized constructs was found in 
prior work on leadership roles of experts and generalists in core and non-core areas of 
a firm, and this work builds on these identified gaps. 
  
Semi-Structured Interviews 
Beginning prior to, and continuing concurrently with the literature review, a set of 
interviews were conducted with both expert and generalist leaders in higher education. 
These interviews were designed and conducted to further explore the validity of the 
noted experience-based phenomena, refine them as applicable and complement the 
literature review. This was done to work toward the generalization of the research, as 
well as to advise in developing the survey for the steps to follow. Transcripts from 
interviews are included in Appendix 3. 
 
Subjects for the interviews were selected to provide input from beyond the 
environments of the author’s experience where the observations had been made. 
Professional colleagues and referrals were the source of interviewees, and they were 
selected based on holding an appropriate position in a research-based higher education 
institute, as well as their availability and willingness to participate. Tenure-track faculty 
were the target responders to represent the expert category. For staff, appropriate 
representatives selected for interviews were those holding administrative leadership 
positions in or adjacent to degree-programme areas and carried titles equivalent to 
Director/Assistant/Associate Dean of a programme or related area. A balanced set of 
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faculty and staff leaders were interviewed with questions structured to seek their 
perception of:  1) the state of innovation and change in higher education, 2) key drivers 
or blockers of change, 3) leaders’ roles in change within their institution or their area 
within the institution. Interviews were targeting input on the classroom education 
component of higher education. Any input on other areas was noted, but the discussion 
was steered back toward the education/degree programme area. 
 
Hypotheses Development 
The interviews that were conducted largely supported the prior observations and 
provided some additional insight and clarifications. These findings, in combination 
with the pre-research observations and findings from the literature review, led to the 
development of this work’s generalized research questions and of the topic for 
exploration. Additional information on developing the hypotheses for this research is 
covered in that section. 
 
Initial Survey Development 
An online survey of expert and generalist leaders in higher education was developed to 
test the hypotheses. The survey instrument was submitted to and approved by the 
Singapore Management University Institutional Review Board (the survey can be seen 
in Appendix 1). After approval, the survey was mounted and executed.  
 
Higher education was selected as a test environment due to its  clear two-tiered, multi-
business model structure (research as core and education as non-core) and expert-
61 
generalist leadership structure in the non-core business area (faculty and staff leaders 
in education area). Additionally, with this work originating from observations within 
the context of higher education combined with the researcher’s experience in the field, 
it presented as an ideal area for this research, as well as an opportunistic sample. 
 
For the survey execution, an informant approach was selected where survey subjects 
would respond to questions as a representative informing on their affiliated group 
(Seidler, 1974). For example, responding experts were asked to provide answers on a 
question as a representative of the expert group rather than their individual personal 
opinion from the expert group. By comparison, a personal opinion or assessment would 
be representative of a subject approach. To address hypotheses 4-7, respondents were 
asked to inform on perceptions of their group, as well as their perception on the 
comparative group. In this case, an expert respondent would inform as a representative 
of their expert group on both the expert group and on the generalist group. The use of 
the informant approach here is intended to capture the respondent’s “informedness” 
rather than representativeness of their group (Campbell, 1955). 
 
An exception to the informant approach was used in addressing the hypotheses on 
intrinsic motivations, H7a, H7b and H7c, and extrinsic motivations, H8a and H8b. With 
motivations and perceptions of incentives resulting as individual characteristics (West 
& Uhlenberg, 1970; Lorr & Brazz, 1979), individual respondents better represent their 
personal preferences rather than those of the affiliated group. 
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For responses and analysis, the questionnaire used a seven-point Likert scale as shown 
in Figure 5. “Not Sure” responses were treated as a no-answer and not included in the 
question’s response rate or numerical analysis. 
 
Figure 5: Survey response scale 
 
To test hypotheses H7a, H7b and H7c, survey questions were designed to collect a 
weighted prioritization of a list of 10 items. Respondents were asked how they currently 
proportion their time (% of time spent) and how they would ideally proportion their 
time among 10 listed work task categories which included an “Other” response if the 
list was not exhaustive of the individual’s current role. Responses were forced to sum 
to exactly 100%. Testing the hypothesis in this manner provided both a prioritization 
order and weighting level to assess the level of the prioritization. To test hypotheses 
H8a & H8b, respondents were asked to respond on their individual perception of 
incentive levels. 
 
Initial Survey Delivery 
The survey instrument used for this research, shown in Appendix 1, was built and 
delivered using the Qualtrics platform. An online link to the survey was distributed via 
email to target respondents. As discussed earlier, research-based higher education was 
used as the environment for testing. Within higher education, research-focused 
business and management schools were used as the target environment. The author’s 
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experience and initial observations were from this environment and presented a 
sufficiently sizeable population for data collection. Initially, the survey solicitation 
email was delivered to all publicly identifiable faculty and publicly identifiable 
administrative staff leaders at four target schools from the following universities in 
Singapore: Singapore Management University, National University of Singapore, 
Nanyang Technological University and INSEAD (Singapore campus). Reminder 
emails were sent approximately two weeks after the initial delivery. Usable responses 
were received from 40 experts and 34 generalists and as this was sufficient to support 
analysis, additional efforts at data collection were halted. 
 
Follow Up Survey 
As results from the initial survey were becoming available, it was seen that experts 
were demonstrating a strong preference for expert-type work tasks, but at a level that 
perhaps showed higher prioritization than had been expected. This result generated 
additional questions that were not addressed by the original survey regarding career 
interests and career choices of experts and generalists in leadership positions in an 
organization’s non-core business area. These finding necessitated the asking of new 
questions around career direction and career choice interests and led to an additional 
literature review and to the construction of hypotheses H6a and H6b.  To test these 
hypotheses an additional survey instrument was constructed. 
 
Questions that were developed to test these additional hypotheses sought to understand 
the degree to which both experts and generalists opted to pursue leadership positions 
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within their organization and the degree to which they planned to further their career 
in a leadership position. Similar to the questions on work task preference in the first 
survey, a weighted prioritization response question design was used here. Respondents 
were asked to allot 100 percentage points across a set of options for their individual 
motivation to pursue a leadership position in the field, and additionally were asked to 
allot 100 percentage points across a set of options representing their likely next career 
position. The sum of responses was required to exactly equal 100 and any non-negative 
integer was an acceptable answer. 
 
The survey instrument used for this component of the research, shown in Appendix 2, 
was also built and delivered using the Qualtrics platform. An online link to the survey 
was distributed via email to target respondents also from management schools in higher 
education research universities. Initially, the survey solicitation email was delivered to 
all publicly identifiable faculty and publicly identifiable and referred administrative 
staff leaders at target institutions globally. Potential respondents targeted in the initial 
survey were not approached for this survey. Usable responses were received from 52 
experts and 32 generalists, and as this number was sufficient to support analysis, 
additional efforts at data collection were halted. 
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RESULTS 
To test hypotheses H1, H2(a & b), H3(a & b), H4 (a & b), H5 (a & b), H7c and H9(a 
& b), independent samples T-test were performed to compare responses between 
experts and generalists on the relevant survey question. Similarly, to test H6 (a & b) 
and H7 (a & b), independent sample T-tests were performed to compare career and 
work preferences for experts and for generalists. For H8 (a & b), one-sample T-tests 
were performed to compare the mean response from the relevant survey question to the 
neutral response value of 4. Additional details for the statistical analysis of each 
hypothesis is provided in the sections below. SPSS was the instrument used for all 
statistical analyses. 
 
Vision 
H1: The generalists’ perception of need for change in a firm’s non-core area 
will be higher than the experts’ perception of need in that area. 
The following four questions from the survey were designed to test H1. 
1. Experts/Generalists think the institution has a dynamic change environment. 
2.  Experts/Generalists would like to see more change. 
3. Experts/Generalists regularly propose change projects. 
4. Experts/Generalists regularly implement change projects. 
Each, with its results, are discussed separately below. 
 
Experts/Generalists think the institution has a dynamic change environment. 
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Lower levels of agreement with the statement made in this question are interpreted as 
a lower level of satisfaction by the respondent to current level of change in the 
environment desirous of greater levels of change. Support for H1 would require that 
the generalists’ mean response be less than that of the experts.  This is seen (4.765 vs. 
4.895); however, with a t-value of 0.328, df of 70 and p>0.05, the difference is not 
significant, but directional support is indicated with the result. 
Dynamic change environment? 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 38 4.895 1.641 .266 
Generalists 34 4.765 1.724 .296 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes .130 .397 .328 70.000 .744 
No .130 .398 .327 68.210 .745 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.104, Sig. = 0.3821 
 
Experts/Generalists would like to see more change. 
Support for H1 from this question would require that the generalists’ mean response be 
greater than that of experts. This is seen (4.971 vs. 4.730); however, with a t-value of -
0.670, df of 69 and p>0.05, the difference is not significant. However, as above, 
directional support is indicated with the result. 
Would like to see more change 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 37 4.730 1.627 .267 
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Generalists 34 4.971 1.381 .237 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -.241 .360 -.670 69.000 .505 
No -.241 .357 -.675 68.586 .502 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.388, Sig. = 0.1686  
 
Experts/Generalists regularly propose change projects. 
Experts/Generalists regularly implement change projects. 
Higher levels of agreement with these two statements from the survey are interpreted 
to demonstrate higher levels of perception of need for change in the environment. 
Proposing change would be expected to be preceded by a recognition of need, and 
sufficient belief in the need to invest time in developing and advancing a proposal. 
Continuing with this thought, implementing change is further recognition of and 
commitment to needing change, recognition → proposing → implementing, and 
therefore would demonstrate a greater perception of need for change in the area. 
 
For proposing change, the results show a higher mean level for generalists over experts, 
(4.941 vs. 4.350); however, with a t-value of -1.684, df of 72 and p>0.05, the difference 
is not significant, but again directional support is indicated with the result. 
 
For implementing change, results show a higher mean level from generalists over 
experts, (5.088 vs. 3.821), and with a t-value of -3.505, df of 71 and p<0.05, the 
difference is significant. Support for the H1 is found with responses to this question. 
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Regularly propose change projects 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 40 4.350 1.594 .252 
Generalists 34 4.941 1.391 .239 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -.591 .351 -1.684 72.000 .096 
No -.591 .347 -1.703 71.941 .093 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.313, Sig. = 0.2098  
 
Regularly implement change projects 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 39 3.821 1.604 .257 
Generalists 34 5.088 1.464 .251 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -1.267 .361 -3.505 71.000 .001 
No -1.267 .359 -3.528 70.838 .001 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.200, Sig. = 0.2954 
 
Responses to each of the four questions for H1 showed directional support, but 
significance was individually shown in only one. In looking at the questions as a group 
and adjusting for the response direction difference of the first question, support is found 
from the group for H1. A higher mean level for generalists over experts was seen 
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(18.235 vs. 15.457) and with a t-value of -3.264, df of 67 and p<0.05, the difference is 
significant. Support is found for H1. 
H1 Cumulative 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 35 15.457 4.415 .746 
Generalists 34 18.235 2.297 .394 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -2.778 .851 -3.264 67.000 .002 
No -2.778 .844 -3.292 51.470 .002 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 3.694, Sig. = 0.0001 
 
 
Skills 
The perceived levels of qualification on three dimensions, technical, operational and 
organizational, were directly assessed with questions 2-7 from the research’s initial 
survey presented in Appendix 1. Experts and generalists were both asked to respond 
independently on their perceptions of the qualifications of both experts and generalists 
to start (identify opportunities, develop and plan methodologies, secure support) and 
implement change in the three skill dimensions being tested. As noted, the question 
structure addressed each group (experts and generalists) and each stage (start and 
implement) independently and not comparatively. For example, support that experts 
were qualified to start technical change did not preclude finding support that generalists 
were also qualified for the same. Likewise, support that generalists were qualified to 
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implement operational change did not include that generalists were also qualified to 
start operational change. 
 
H2a: Experts will be perceived to be more qualified to start non-core-area 
technical change than generalists. 
Support for H2a was demonstrated with the mean value for experts being higher than 
that of generalists (5.77 vs. 4.61) and with t-value of 4.475, df of 138 and p<0.05, the 
difference is significant. The findings support that experts are perceived to be more 
qualified than generalists to start technical change. 
Qualified to start technical change 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 70 5.771 1.229 .147 
Generalists 70 4.614 1.780 .213 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes 1.157 .259 4.475 138.000 .000 
No 1.157 .259 4.475 122.605 .000 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 2.098, Sig. = 0.0011 
 
H2b: Experts will be perceived to be more qualified to implement non-core-area 
technical change than generalists. 
Support for H2b was demonstrated with the mean value for experts being higher than 
that of generalists (5.61 vs. 4.871) and with a t-value of 2.783, df of 140, p<.0.05, the 
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difference is significant. The findings support that experts are perceived to be more 
qualified than generalists to implement technical change. 
Qualified to implement technical change 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 71 5.606 1.389 .165 
Generalists 71 4.873 1.731 .205 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes .733 .263 2.783 140.000 .006 
No .733 .263 2.783 133.725 .006 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.553, Sig. = 0.0328 
 
 
H3a: Generalists will be perceived to be more qualified to start non-core-area 
operational change than experts. 
Support for H3a was demonstrated with the mean value for generalists being higher 
than that of experts (5.45 vs. 4.63) and with a t-value of -3.005, df of 134 and p<0.05, 
the difference is significant. The findings support that generalists are perceived to be 
more qualified than experts to start operational change. 
Qualified to start operational change 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 67 4.627 1.641 .200 
Generalists 69 5.449 1.549 .186 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
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Yes -.822 .274 -3.005 134.000 .003 
No -.822 .274 -3.002 132.988 .003 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.122, Sig. = 0.3173  
 
H3b: Generalists will be perceived to be more qualified to implement non-core-
area operational change than experts. 
Support for H3b was demonstrated with the mean value for generalists being higher 
than that of experts (5.49 vs. 4.46) and with a t-value of -3.760, df of 133, and p<0.05, 
the difference is significant. The findings support that generalists are perceived to be 
more qualified than experts to implement operational change. 
Qualified to implement operational change 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 67 4.463 1.709 .209 
Generalists 68 5.485 1.440 .175 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
T df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -1.022 .272 -3.760 133.000 .000 
No -1.022 .272 -3.755 128.630 .000 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.409, Sig. = 0.0808 
 
H4a: Experts will perceive that experts are more qualified than generalists to 
start non-core-area organizational change. 
In testing H4a only the perceptions of experts are being assessed and therefore use only 
their responses to the questions that address starting organizational change. Support is 
found for H4a with the mean value for experts being higher than that of generalists 
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(5.54 vs. 4.32) and with a t-value of 3.875, df of 72 and p<0.05, the difference is 
significant. 
Qualified to start organizational change 
Expert’s responses 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 37 5.541 1.145 .188 
Generalists 37 4.324 1.529 .251 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes 1.217 .314 3.875 72.000 .000 
No 1.217 .314 3.875 66.717 .000 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.783, Sig. = 0.0413 
 
 
H4b: Generalists will perceive that generalists are more qualified than experts 
to start non-core-area organizational change. 
Similar to the test for H4a, but for generalists here, to test H4b only generalists’ 
responses are used to address perceptions of qualifications for starting organizational 
change. Results show that generalists assess their qualifications on this dimension 
higher than that of experts, (5.31 vs. 4.70); however, with a t-value of -1.351, df of 54, 
and p>0.05, support is not found for H4b. 
Qualified to start organizational change 
Generalist’s responses 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 27 4.704 1.857 .357 
Generalists 29 5.310 1.491 .277 
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Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -.606 .449 -1.351 54.000 .182 
No -.606 .452 -1.340 49.889 .186 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.551, Sig. = 0.1244 
 
 
H5a: Experts will perceive that experts are more qualified than generalists to 
implement non-core-area organizational change. 
Again, for H5a only the perceptions of experts are being assessed, and therefore their 
responses are used on the questions that address an expert’s qualification for 
implementing organizational change. Results show that experts assess their 
qualifications on this dimension higher than that of generalists (5.38 vs. 4.78); however 
with a t-value of 1.947, df of 72, and p>0.05, support is not found for H5a. 
Qualified to implement organizational change 
Expert’s responses 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 37 5.378 1.163 .191 
Generalists 37 4.757 1.553 .255 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes .621 .319 1.947 72.000 .055 
No .621 .319 1.947 66.717 .056 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.783, Sig. = 0.0413 
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H5b: Generalists will perceive that generalists are more qualified than experts 
to implement non-core-area organizational change.  
As with H4b, in testing H5b only generalists’ responses are used on the questions that 
address perceptions of qualifications for implementing organizational change. Results 
do show that that generalists assess their qualifications on this dimension higher than 
that of experts, (5.48 vs. 4.56); however, with a t-value of -1.966, df of 54, and p>0.05, 
support is not found for H5b. 
Qualified to implement organizational change 
Generalist’s responses 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 27 4.556 1.987 .382 
Generalists 29 5.483 1.526 .283 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -.927 .472 -1.966 54.000 .054 
No -.927 .476 -1.948 48.746 .057 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.695, Sig. = 0.0831 
 
H6a: Experts will prefer technical core-area career-choice options rather than 
management and leadership career-choice options. 
To test H6a and H6b, potential respondents were asked to provide a weighted 
prioritization of the motivations behind the career choices they had made. Experts were 
initially asked if they were or had been in a managerial leadership position in their 
career. Those that responded they had not held such a role were interpreted as 
prioritizing technical career options at 100% and therefore all other career option 
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choices at 0%. Experts and generalists were then asked to provide a weighted 
prioritization of a set of reasons they had chosen a managerial leadership position. This 
was done to determine if the respondent was looking to build a career around 
managerial leadership in the area or if other factors, such as personal convenience or 
organizational requirement, resulted in them being in the position. Responses that 
demonstrated they were looking to build a leadership career in the field were summed 
and compared to those in the role for other reasons. This test assessed if there existed 
differences in these two sets of responses for experts and if the generalists’ preference 
for managerial leadership career choices exceeded those of experts. 
 
A second assessment was also used to test H6a and H6b. Experts and generalists who 
were currently in managerial leadership positions were asked to respond with a 
weighted prioritization on their next career step from a list of possible options. The 
responses would indicate if they sought to continue to build along the managerial 
leadership path or rather seek to return to a core-area technical option for experts or 
exit the field completely. Testing looked to assess if experts demonstrated a preference 
to return to core-area technical career paths over continuing in managerial leadership 
roles. The testing also looked at if the generalists’ preference to continue in managerial 
leadership career paths exceeded that of experts. 
 
Support is found for H6a with experts prioritizing technical career choices over non-
core-area leadership career choices (68.5% vs. 31.5%) with a t-value of 4.758, df of 
102 and p<0.05. H6a was additionally supported on the second test measure. Experts 
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currently in non-core-area leadership roles prioritized returning to technical core-area 
careers at higher levels than they prioritized remaining in leadership roles (63.7% vs. 
31.7%) with a t-value of 2.649, df of 48 and p<0.05. 
Experts Career Choice Preferences 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Expert Career Focus 52 68.5 39.650 5.498 
Leadership Career Choices 52 31.5 39.650 5.498 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes 37.000 7.776 4.758 102.000 .000 
No 37.000 7.776 4.758 102.000 .000 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.000, Sig. = 0.500 
 
Next Career Choice - Experts 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Expert Career Focus 25 63.700 44.080 8.816 
Leadership Career Choices 25 31.700 41.293 8.259 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes 32.000 12.080 2.649 48.000 .011 
No 32.000 12.080 2.649 47.797 .011 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.140, Sig. = 0.3733 
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H6b: Generalists will prefer management and leadership career-choice options 
more than experts. 
Support is found for H6b with generalists preferring to build a leadership career in the 
non-core area at higher levels than experts (64.1% vs. 31.5%) with a t-value of -4.340, 
df of 82 and p<0.05. H6b was additionally supported on the second test measure. 
Generalists currently in non-core-area leadership roles prioritized remaining in and 
further building their leadership career there at a higher level than experts (77.8% vs. 
31.7%) with a t-value of -5.143, df of 55 and p<0.05. 
Non-core-area leadership as career choice 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 52 31.500 39.650 5.498 
Generalists 32 64.100 19.250 3.403 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -32.600 7.512 -4.340 82.000 .000 
No -32.600 6.466 -5.042 78.584 .000 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 4.243, Sig. = 0.0000 
 
Next career choice for current non-core-area leaders 
to continue as non-core-area leader 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 25 31.700 41.293 8.259 
Generalists 32 77.800 26.090 4.612 
     
Independent Samples Test 
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Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -46.100 8.964 -5.143 55.000 .000 
No -46.100 9.459 -4.874 38.412 .000 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 2.505, Sig. = 0.0075 
 
 
 
Intrinsic Motivation 
H7a: Experts will prefer technical core-area expert work activities over work 
activities that involve leading non-core-area change initiatives. 
To test the intrinsic motivation hypotheses, H7a, H7b and H7c, survey respondents 
were asked to indicate how they currently allocate, and how they ideally would choose 
to allocate, 100% of their work time across a list of 10 categories. One of the listed 
categories represented the expert’s core-area technical work and one labeled as 
“leading new initiatives” represented leading change. The remainder of the categories 
were intended to be an exhaustive list of activities experts and generalists could be 
expected to engage in. 
 
Support is found for H7a. Experts responded that they currently are spending more of 
their time on core-area technical work than on leading new initiatives (42.6% vs. 1.8%) 
with a t-value of -12.38, df of 70 and p<0.05. Experts also responded that ideally they 
prefer spending more of their time on core-area technical work than on leading new 
initiatives (51.9% vs. 3.9%) with a t-value of -13.70, df of 70 and p<0.05. 
 
Expert current time allocation 
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N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Leading new initiatives 36 1.8 5.1 0.850 
Research/Knowledge Creation  
(Core area technical work) 
36 42.6 19.1 3.183 
OnLoad Teaching 36 27.4 11.7 1.950 
Institutional Admin  36 10.1 15.3 2.550 
Overload Teaching 36 6.2 8.7 1.450 
Other administration 36 4.3 7.7 1.283 
Advancement & Fundraising 36 2.5 7.8 1.300 
Other academic 36 2.2 5.3 0.883 
Programme/Center Admin 36 1.9 5.4 0.900 
Marketing & Programme Promotion 36 1.0 3.3 0.550 
     
Independent Samples Test 
 
Equal  
Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Hartley 
F & Sig 
Research  
(Core area tech 
work) 
Yes -40.800 3.295 -12.38 70.00 .000 14.026 
No -40.800 3.295 -12.38 39.97 .000 0.000 
OnLoad Teaching 
Yes -25.600 2.127 -12.035 70.00 .000 5.263 
No -25.600 2.127 -12.035 47.84 .000 0.000 
Institutional Admin 
Yes -8.300 2.688 -3.088 70.00 .003 9.000 
No -8.300 2.688 -3.088 42.68 .004 0.000 
Overload Teaching 
Yes -4.400 1.681 -2.618 70.00 .011 2.910 
No -4.400 1.681 -2.618 56.51 .011 0.001 
Other administration 
Yes -2.500 1.539 -1.624 70.00 .109 2.228 
No -2.500 1.539 -1.624 60.75 .110 0.008 
Advancement & 
Fundraising 
Yes -.700 1.553 -.451 70.00 .654 2.339 
No -.700 1.553 -.451 60.30 .654 0.006 
Other academic 
Yes -.400 1.226 -.326 70.00 .745 1.080 
No -.400 1.226 -.326 69.90 .745 .409 
Programme/Center 
Admin 
Yes -.100 1.238 -.081 70.00 .936 1.121 
No -.100 1.238 -.081 69.77 .936 0.367 
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Marketing & 
Programme 
Promotion 
Yes .800 1.012 .790 70.00 .432 2.388 
No .800 1.012 .790 59.94 .433 0.005 
 
 
Expert ideal time allocation 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Leading new initiatives 36 3.9 9.4 1.567 
Research/Knowledge Creation  
(Core area technical work) 
36 51.9 18.8 3.133 
OnLoad Teaching 36 22.5 10.9 1.817 
Institutional Admin  36 7.7 13.0 2.167 
Overload Teaching 36 5.2 8.0 1.333 
Advancement & Fundraising 36 2.7 7.7 1.283 
Programme/Center Admin 36 2.6 5.9 0.983 
Other academic 36 1.7 3.8 0.633 
Other administration 36 1.6 3.3 0.550 
Marketing & Programme Promotion 36 0.3 1.7 0.283 
     
Independent Samples Test 
 
Equal  
Variance 
Assumed 
Mean Diff. 
Std. Error 
Diff. 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Hartley 
F & Sig 
Research  
(Core area tech 
work) 
Yes -48.000 3.503 -13.70 70.00 .000 4.000 
No -48.000 3.503 -13.70 51.47 .000 0.000 
OnLoad Teaching 
Yes -18.600 2.399 -7.75 70.00 .000 1.345 
No -18.600 2.399 -7.75 68.52 .000 0.189 
Institutional Admin 
Yes -3.800 2.674 -1.42 70.00 .160 1.913 
No -3.800 2.674 -1.42 63.74 .160 0.028 
Overload Teaching 
Yes -1.300 2.057 -.632 70.00 .530 1.381 
No -1.300 2.057 -.632 68.26 .530 0.169 
Advancement & 
Fundraising 
Yes 1.200 2.025 .593 70.00 .555 1.490 
No 1.200 2.025 .593 67.39 .555 0.118 
Yes 1.300 1.850 .703 70.00 .485 2.538 
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Programme/Center 
Admin 
No 1.300 1.850 .703 58.87 .485 0.003 
Other academic 
Yes 2.200 1.690 1.302 70.00 .197 6.119 
No 2.200 1.690 1.302 46.14 .199 0.000 
Other administration 
Yes 2.300 1.660 1.385 70.00 .170 8.114 
No 2.300 1.660 1.385 43.50 .173 0.000 
Marketing & 
Programme 
Promotion 
Yes 3.600 1.592 2.261 70.00 .027 30.574 
No 3.600 1.592 2.261 37.29 .030 0.000 
 
 
 
H7b: Generalists will prefer work activities involving non-core area change 
initiatives equal to or greater than other ongoing managerial work 
activities. 
Support is found for H7b. Generalists’ responses show a lesser amount of their time is 
currently devoted to leading new initiatives compared to all but one other managerial 
task (16.7% vs. 23.4%/22.6%/19.7%); however, the difference is not significant with 
respective t-values of -1.13/-0.921/-0.507 and each with a df of 56 and p>0.05. 
Generalists do report currently spending more time on leading new initiatives than on 
other managerial tasks (16.7% vs. 7.9%); however, this difference is also not significant 
with a t-value of 1.948, df of 56 and p>0.05. For ideal time allocation, generalists 
responded that they prefer spending more time on leading new initiatives than on other 
managerial tasks (25.0% vs. 20.0% / 18.6% / 18.1% / 6.0%). For the first three of these 
(25.0% vs. 20.0% / 18.6% / 18.1%), the difference was not significant with respective 
t-values of 0.89 / 1.147 / 1.176 and df of 56 and p>0.05. For the fourth (25.0% vs. 
6.0%), the difference was significant with a t-value of 4.686, df of 56 and p>0.05. 
Generalist current time allocation 
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N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Leading new initiatives 29 16.7 19.6 3.640 
Other administration 29 23.4 25.1 4.661 
Programme/Center Admin 29 22.6 28.4 5.274 
Marketing & Programme Promotion 29 19.7 25.1 4.661 
Institutional Admin 29 7.9 14.4 2.674 
     
Independent Samples Test 
 
Equal  
Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Hartley 
F & Sig 
Other administration 
Yes -6.700 5.914 -1.13 56.00 .262 1.640 
No -6.700 5.914 -1.13 52.89 .262 0.094 
Programme/Center 
Admin 
Yes -5.900 6.408 -.921 56.000 .361 2.10 
No -5.900 6.408 -.921 49.741 .362 0.0251 
Marketing & 
Programme 
Promotion 
Yes -3.000 5.914 -.507 56.000 .614 1.640 
No -3.000 5.914 -.507 52.892 .614 0.094 
Institutional Admin 
Yes 8.800 4.516 1.948 56.000 .056 1.853 
No 8.800 4.516 1.948 51.407 .057 0.051 
 
Generalist ideal time allocation 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Leading new initiatives 29 25.0 19.2 3.565 
Marketing & Programme Promotion 29 20.0 23.4 4.345 
Programme/Center Admin 29 18.6 23.1 4.290 
Other administration 29 18.1 25.1 4.661 
Institutional Admin 29 6.0 10.4 1.931 
     
Independent Samples Test 
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Equal  
Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Hartley 
F & Sig 
Marketing & 
Programme 
Promotion 
Yes 5.000 5.621 .890 56.000 .378 1.485 
No 5.000 5.621 .890 53.943 .378 .1462 
Programme/Center 
Admin 
Yes 6.400 5.578 1.147 56.000 .256 1.448 
No 6.400 5.578 1.147 54.188 .256 0.1624 
Other administration 
Yes 6.900 5.868 1.176 56.000 .245 1.709 
No 6.900 5.868 1.176 52.410 .245 0.078 
Institutional Admin 
Yes 19.000 4.055 4.686 56.000 .000 3.408 
No 19.000 4.055 4.686 43.128 .000 0.001 
 
 
H7c: Generalists’ preferences for work activities involving leading non-core-
area change initiatives will be higher than that of experts. 
Support is found for H7c. In current time allocation, generalists responded with a higher 
prioritization for leading new initiatives than experts (16.7% vs. 1.8%). With a t-value 
of -4.388, df of 63 and p<0.05, the difference was significant. Generalists also reported 
a higher prioritization for leading new initiatives than experts (25.0% vs. 3.9%), also 
significant with a t-value of -6.300, df of 63 and p<0.05. 
Current time allocation – New 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 36 1.8 5.1 0.850 
Generalists 29 16.7 19.6 3.640 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
T df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -14.900 3.396 -4.388 63.000 .000 
No -14.900 3.738 -3.987 31.064 .000 
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Hartley test for equal variance: F = 14.77, Sig. = 0.000 
 
Ideal time allocation – New 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 36 3.900 5.400 .900 
Generalists 29 25.000 19.200 3.565 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes -21.100 3.348 -6.302 63.000 .000 
No -21.100 3.677 -5.738 31.579 .000 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 12.642, Sig. = 0.000 
 
Extrinsic Motivation 
H8a: Experts will perceive extrinsic incentives as insufficient to motivate them 
to engage in change leadership activities in non-core areas of a firm.  
H8b: Generalists will perceive extrinsic incentives as insufficient to motivate 
them to engage in change leadership activities in non-core areas of a firm.  
Testing H8a and H8b is done using a one-Sample T-test methodology to compare the 
response mean against a test value. Support for the hypotheses would be seen with the 
response mean being less, with significance, than a test value of 4, which represents 
neutrality (neither disagree or agree) on the survey’s response scale. 
 
 The following four survey questions were used to test these hypotheses:  
1. Experts/Generalists believe proposing change is rewarded. 
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2. Experts/Generalists believe implementing change is rewarded. 
3. Incentives at my institution encourage an individual to take risks.  
4. Incentives at my institution encourage an individual to try new things. 
Each with its result is discussed separately below. 
 
Experts/Generalists believe proposing change is rewarded. 
Directional support is found for both H8a and H8b from the responses to this statement; 
however, the results are not significant for the question to independently support H8a 
or H8b. The mean response for experts of 3.744 was less than the test value of 4, with 
a t-value of -0.938, df of 38 and p>0.05. For generalists, the response mean was 3.882, 
with a t-value of -0.436, df of 33 and p>0.05. 
 
Experts/Generalists believe implementing change is rewarded. 
Directional support is also found for H8a and H8b from responses to this statement and 
as above, the results are not significant for the question to independently support H8a 
or H8b. The mean response for experts of 3.923 was less than the test value of 4, with 
a t-value of -0.304, df of 38 and p>0.05. For generalists, the response mean was 3.941, 
with a t-value of -0.218, df of 33 and p>0.05. 
 
Incentives at my institution encourage an individual to take risks. 
Support is found for H8a and H8b from responses to this statement. The mean response 
for experts of 3.324 was less than the test value of 4, and with a t-value of -2.344, df of 
33 and p<0.05, the difference was significant. For generalists, the response mean was 
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2.857, and with a t-value of -3.885, df of 27 and p<0.05, the difference was also 
significant. 
 
Incentives at my institution encourage an individual to try new things. 
Support is found for H8a and H8b from responses to this statement. The mean response 
for experts of 3.394 was less than the test value of 4, and with a t-value of -2.055, df of 
32 and p<0.05, the difference was significant. For generalists, the response mean was 
3.000, and with a t-value of -3.074, df of 27 and p<0.05, the difference was also 
significant. 
Experts  
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts/Generalists believe  
proposing change is rewarded 
39 3.744 1.634 .262 
Experts/Generalists believe 
implementing change is rewarded 
39 3.923 1.579 .253 
Incentives at my institution 
encourage individual to take risks  
34 3.324 1.683 .289 
Incentives at my institution 
encourage individual try new things 
33 3.394 1.694 .295 
     
One Samples Test 
Test Value = 4 
 t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Experts/Generalists believe  
proposing change is rewarded 
-.980 38 .333 -.256 -.79 .27 
Experts/Generalists believe 
implementing change is rewarded 
-.304 38 .763 -.077 -.59 .43 
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Incentives at my institution 
encourage individual to take risks  
-2.344 33 .025 -.676 -1.26 -.09 
Incentives at my institution 
encourage individual try new things 
-2.055 32 .048 -.606 -1.21 -.01 
 
 
Generalists 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts/Generalists believe  
proposing change is rewarded 
34 3.882 1.572 .270 
Experts/Generalists believe 
implementing change is rewarded 
34 3.941 1.575 .270 
Incentives at my institution 
encourage individual to take risks  
28 2.857 1.557 .294 
Incentives at my institution 
encourage individual try new things 
28 3.000 1.721 .325 
     
One Samples Test 
Test Value = 4 
 t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Experts/Generalists believe  
proposing change is rewarded 
-.436 33 .665 -.118 -.67 .43 
Experts/Generalists believe 
implementing change is rewarded 
-.218 33 .829 -.059 -.61 .49 
Incentives at my institution 
encourage individual to take risks  
-3.885 27 .001 -1.143 -1.75 -.54 
Incentives at my institution 
encourage individual try new things 
-3.074 27 .005 -1.000 -1.67 -.33 
 
Responses to each of the four questions for H1 showed directional support, and 
significance was individually shown in two of the questions for both experts and 
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generalists. With responses to the four questions combined, support is found from their 
grouping for H8a and H8b, and the results are shown below. Support is found for H8a 
and H8b. 
H8a & H8b Cumulative 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 32 14.313 5.755 1.017 
Generalists 28 13.714 5.981 1.130 
     
One Samples T-Test 
Test Value = 4 
 t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Experts 10.136 31 .000 10.313 8.237 12.387 
Generalists 8.595 27 .000 9.714 7.395 12.033 
 
 
Empowerment 
H9a: Experts will be perceived to have higher decision authority than generalists 
to lead change initiatives in the non-core areas of a firm. 
Support for H9a was demonstrated with the mean response value on the question of 
sufficiency of decision authority being higher for experts than for generalists (5.17 vs. 
4.16) with t-value of 3.020, df of 126 and p<0.05. The findings support, with 
significance, that experts are perceived to have higher decision authority than 
generalists to lead change initiatives in the non-core area. 
Decision Authority 
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N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 65 5.169 1.892 .235 
Generalists 63 4.159 1.891 .238 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes 1.010 .334 3.020 126.000 .003 
No 1.010 .334 3.020 125.879 .003 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.001, Sig. = 0.4988 
 
H9b: Experts will be perceived to have higher influence authority than 
generalists on leading change initiatives in the non-core areas of a firm. 
Support for H9b was demonstrated with the mean response value on the question of 
sufficiency of decision authority being higher for experts than for generalists (5.538 vs. 
4.344) with a t-value of 4.036, df of 127 and p<0.05. The findings support, with 
significance, that experts are perceived to have higher influence authority than 
generalists to lead change initiatives in the non-core area. 
 
Influence Authority 
 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Experts 65 5.538 1.640 .203 
Generalists 64 4.344 1.720 .215 
     
Independent Samples Test 
Equal Variances 
Assumed 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df 
Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Yes 1.194 .296 4.036 127.000 .000 
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No 1.194 .296 4.034 126.495 .000 
Hartley test for equal variance: F = 1.100, Sig. = 0.3514 
 
Results summary compilation 
 
The table below compiles and summarizes results for each hypothesis:  
Hypothesis Supported  
H1 
The generalists’ perception of need for change in a 
firm’s non-core-area will be higher than the experts’ 
perception of need in that area. 
Yes 
H2a 
Experts will be perceived to be more qualified to start 
non-core-area technical change than generalists. 
Yes 
H2b 
Experts will be perceived to be more qualified to 
implement non-core-area technical change than 
generalists. 
Yes 
H3a 
Generalists will be perceived to be more qualified to 
start non-core-area operational change than experts. 
Yes 
H3b 
Generalists will be perceived to be more qualified to 
implement non-core-area operational change than 
experts. 
Yes 
H4a 
Experts will perceive that experts are more qualified 
than generalists to start non-core-area organizational 
change. 
Yes 
H4b 
Generalists will perceive that generalists are more 
qualified than experts to start non-core-area 
organizational change. 
No 
H5a 
Experts will perceive that experts are more qualified 
than generalists to implement non-core-area 
organizational change. 
No 
H5b 
Generalists will perceive that generalists are more 
qualified than experts to implement non-core-area 
organizational change. 
No 
H6a 
Experts will prefer technical core-area career-choice 
options rather than management and leadership career 
choice options. 
Yes 
H6b 
Generalists will prefer management and leadership 
career-choice options more than experts. 
Yes 
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H7a 
Experts will prefer technical core-area expert work 
activities over work activities that involve leading non-
core-area change initiatives. 
Yes 
H7b 
Generalists will prefer work activities involving non-
core-area change initiatives equal to or greater than 
other ongoing managerial work activities. 
Yes 
H7c 
Generalists’ preferences for work activities involving 
leading non-core-area change initiatives will be higher 
than that of experts. 
Yes 
H8a 
Experts will perceive extrinsic incentives as insufficient 
to motivate them to engage in change leadership 
activities in non-core-areas of a firm. 
Yes 
H8b 
Generalists will perceive extrinsic incentives as 
insufficient to motivate them to engage in change 
leadership activities in non-core-areas of a firm. 
Yes 
H9a 
Experts will be perceived to have higher decision 
authority than generalists to lead change initiatives in 
the non-core areas of a firm. 
Yes 
H9b 
Experts will be perceived to have higher influence 
authority than generalists on leading change initiatives 
in the non-core areas of a firm. 
Yes 
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DISCUSSION 
As an overview of the research results, the following summary statements are provided, 
one for experts and one for generalists. Further analysis and discussions for each group 
are then provided in the remainder of this section, followed by a proposal based on the 
findings. 
 
Results support that Experts recognize the need for change at a lower level than 
Generalists. They are perceived as partially qualified, and as having the decision and 
influence authority to lead change in the organization’s non-core area. However, they 
are perceived at lower levels on some qualification dimensions, and more importantly, 
are not intrinsically motivated and not organizationally incentivized to engage in 
leading the non-core-area change. 
 
For Generalists, results support that they see the need for change at a higher level than 
Experts. They are perceived as partially qualified and are intrinsically motivated to 
engage in change leadership. However, they are perceived at lower levels on some 
qualification dimensions, are not organizationally incentivized and, more importantly, 
are perceived as having less influence or decision authority to engage in leading change 
in non-core areas. 
 
Experts 
Experts recognize the need for change at a lower level than generalists. They are 
perceived to have superior technical skills to start and implement non-core-area 
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technical change, but are perceived as less qualified to start and lead operational 
change. Perceptions on qualifications to start and lead organizational components of 
change are mixed, with experts viewing themselves as most qualified but generalists 
viewing themselves as equally or more qualified. Experts’ preference for core-area 
technical career choices results in a small percentage of experts taking on non-core-
area leadership positions and an equally small percentage choosing to remain in these 
positions, leading to fewer members from their group engaging in extended leadership 
careers, and therefore fewer experts expected to be participating in leadership 
development programmes or experiences. This would result in an overall lower mean 
levels of leadership development for experts relative to generalists, and an associated 
lower average level of developed leadership capabilities across the group. Experts are 
intrinsically motivated at much higher levels to engage in core-area technical work 
activities than to engage in leading non-core-area change initiatives. Additionally, they 
view extrinsic incentives as insufficient to motivate them to engage in leading 
potentially risky new initiatives. Integrating these results into the VSIRA model shown 
in Figure 1 with the mapping matrix from Figure 2 produces the results shown in Figure 
6 below. 
95 
 
Figure 6:  VSIRA representation of research results for experts 
From the highlighted areas of Figure 6, explanatory mechanisms for the Confusion 
result that aligns with deficiencies in the Vision component will be addressed first.  
This research assessed relative levels of recognition of need for change, with experts 
showing lower levels. An insufficient recognition of need would be expected to result 
in a vision not being developed or advanced. With generalists seeing greater need for 
change, but not seeing one advanced and realizing that the organization’s expert leaders 
do not feel change is as needed, it would be expected that they could be confused at the 
absence of their perceived necessity of change and the predicted confusion outcome 
would result. 
 
Next, the Resistance result that aligns with an absence of incentives is addressed. Two 
explanations are presented that flow from the findings as causes of the predicted 
resistance effect. First, experts demonstrated, with significance, an overwhelming 
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preference for core area technical work over leading new initiatives, with the preference 
at 23.6X in how they currently allocate their time and 13.3X in how they would ideally 
allocate their time. The dominant preference for core-area work activities combined 
with a weak preference for leading new initiatives would result in their passively 
resisting leading change by choosing to pursue activities that they prefer and avoiding 
ones that interest them less. This effect would also be supported from the research’s 
findings that experts perceive a lack of sufficient extrinsic incentives for engaging in 
higher risk new initiatives. The combination of experts intrinsically wanting to engage 
in core-area activities, having little interest in leading new initiatives and a lack of 
organizational incentives would lead to the experts choosing to pursue other areas of 
work, resulting in a realized resistance to undertaking the leading of new initiatives. 
 
The second explanatory mechanism for the resistance effect is based on the career-
choice preference findings from the research. Of the 31.5% set of experts that had 
selected to move into a non-core-area organizational leadership role, the 31.7% mean 
value of those intending to continue in that type of position was much less than the 
63.7% mean value of those intending to return to technical core-area positions. The 
difference in the two populations was significant with a t-value of 0.011. The reduced 
commitment to continuing in leadership positions by experts further represents that 
their intrinsic motivations are not aligned with organizational leadership 
responsibilities and so they are less inclined, or more resistant, to engaging in activities 
associated with the role, including leading change. In addition to the resistance 
associated with lower levels of intrinsic motivation, the typical longer-term cycle to 
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successfully lead organizational change would conflict with the temporary nature of 
the average expert leader and add to their resistance to leading change. 
 
Explanatory mechanisms associated with the Anxiety result that aligns with a partial 
absence of skills in the VSIRA model will be addressed next. As illustrated in Figure 
6, experts are perceived as being at higher levels in some components of skills measure 
and equal or less in others, and this is illustrated with only a partially filled block. Table 
1 below summarizes the skills results from the research. 
Skill Perceived most qualified 
Technical  
Start Experts 
Implement Experts 
Operational  
Start Generalists 
Implement Generalists 
Organizational  
Start Mixed 
Implement Mixed 
Leadership Generalists 
Table 1:  Summary of skills perception from research 
 
From an analysis of the results in the skills area, it is proposed that the Anxiety effect 
would be secondary to the Resistance effect discussed above, and either it would not 
exist or would generally not be recognized as existing in practice based on the 
following factors. If there were lower skill levels, it could be a blind spot for experts 
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and therefore would not lead to the proposed anxiety that would result from an 
awareness and recognition of a lack of skills. For both starting and implementing 
organizational change, experts and generalists provided contrasting results of 
perception of qualification. Experts’ responses showed they perceived experts were 
more qualified than generalists in both measures, and generalists viewed equivalent 
qualifications of the groups in starting organizational change and a higher level of 
qualifications by generalists on implementing organizational change (at a 94% 
confidence level). If a difference in skills did exist, the results show that it was not 
perceived by the lesser skilled group, and therefore the lack of awareness of skills 
would not result in the anxiety response that is associated with a realized absence of 
the skill. Perceptions of leadership skills were not tested in this work; instead, the 
potential of ongoing availability for leadership development programmes was used as 
a proxy for expected levels of leadership skills (McCall & Hollenbeck, 2008). Experts 
are not expected to be aware of any weakness in this area, if one exists. Again, as with 
organizational skills, an unrecognized lower level of leadership skills would not yield 
behavior associated with a realized absence of capability in this area. 
 
Additionally, an anxiety effect is not expected due to the subordination that a skills 
deficit would have relative to an incentive deficit. With experts lacking both intrinsic 
and extrinsic motivations for leading change, their higher resistance to leading change 
would both precede and dominate weaknesses on the skills dimension. With an 
incentive-based resistance preventing or limiting the launch of change initiatives, 
opportunities for anxiety associated with being improperly skilled to lead change would 
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diminish or not materialize. In other words, there would be no need to worry about not 
being able to lead change if there is not enough interest or motivation to initiate the 
change in the first place. 
 
Generalists 
Generalists recognize the need for change at a level higher than experts. They are 
perceived to have superior skills to start and implement the operational components of 
change, but are perceived as less qualified to start and lead the technical components 
of change. Perceptions on qualifications to start and lead organizational components of 
change are mixed, with generalists viewing themselves as more qualified to start 
organizational change; however, the difference was not at a significant level, so the 
analysis is based on them viewing the two groups at similar qualification levels. For 
implementing organizational change, generalists perceive they are more qualified, 
significant at a 94% confidence level. Generalists demonstrate a higher commitment to 
leadership careers in the organization’s non-core area than experts through both 
initially selecting the position at a rate twice that of experts and then choosing to 
continue in the field at an even greater rate. The initial self-selection and the ongoing 
commitment to a leadership career in an organization’s non-core area is expected to 
lead to a higher level of generalists participating in leadership development 
programmes or experiences, and to generalists gaining extended exposure to the 
technical and unique organizational and operational features of the non-core area’s line 
of business. This would result in overall higher mean levels of leadership development 
exposure for generalists relative to experts, and therefore a higher average level of 
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developed leadership capabilities for the group. Additionally, their extended career in 
the field would be expected to enhance the non-core-area specific technical, operational 
and organizational knowledge, enhancing their ability to lead in the line of business. 
Generalists are intrinsically motivated at higher levels than experts to engage in leading 
change initiatives, and they prioritize leading change initiatives equal to or greater than 
their other work responsibilities. Generalists do, however, view extrinsic incentives as 
insufficient to motivate them to engage in leading potentially risky new initiatives. 
Integrating these results for generalists into the VSIRA model from Figure 1 with the 
mapping matrix from Figure 2 produces the results shown in Figure 7 below.  
 
Figure 7: VSIRA representation of research results for generalists 
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From the highlighted areas of figure 7, interpreting and discussing the expected 
Anxiety result that aligns with a partial absence of skills is discussed first. This is 
illustrated in Figure 7 with a partially filled Skills block. Generalists are perceived as 
more skilled in the operational and leadership components of the measures used, 
equally or more skilled in the organizational components, and less skilled in the 
technical component. Similar to experts, the analysis of the skills area results leads us 
to propose that the Anxiety effect would be secondary to other effects for generalists 
and either it would not exist or would generally not be recognized as existing in 
practice. On the technical measure where generalists are perceived as less skilled, 
experts would be expected to own change leadership due to their technical nature and 
relevant technical expertise. Ownership by experts in the area would relieve generalists 
from the responsibility to lead change in this area, and without the responsibility, they 
would not be subject to anxiety that is associated with insufficient skills. 
 
Results were mixed on organizational change skill levels, and, like with experts, it is 
proposed that if there were a lower skills level amongst generalists, it could be a blind 
spot for them, and therefore would not lead to the proposed anxiety that would result 
from a recognized lack of skills. As previously mentioned, generalists and experts 
provided contrasting results on the perception of qualifications in skills for both starting 
and implementing organizational change. Generalists’ responses indicate that they 
perceived generalists to be more qualified to start organizational change; however, the 
result was not significant, so discussions are based on a perception of equal 
qualifications on this measure. Generalists also perceived they were most qualified to 
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implement organizational change, with this result significant at the 94% confidence 
level. As reported, experts perceive they are more skilled in both starting and 
implementing organizational change. If a difference in skills did exist, results show that 
it is not perceived by the lesser skilled group, and therefore the lack of awareness of 
skills would not result in the anxiety response that is associated with a realized absence 
of the skill. 
 
Additionally, anxiety is not expected to materialize due to the generalists’ insufficient 
empowerment to lead change in the organization. The empowerment result will be 
discussed in greater detail later; however, without the authority to lead change, a 
shortage of skills to lead in an area becomes moot. 
 
Next, a review and discussion of the highlighted Resistance line from Figure 7 
associated with a partial absence of incentives is presented. Research findings indicated 
positive motivations for generalists resulting from intrinsic incentives, which supports, 
with significance, their interest in leading change initiatives. Generalists’ responses 
showed that leading change topped how they preferred to spend time in their work 
efforts and were statistically indistinguishable from how they currently allocate time 
across work efforts. However, similar to the experts, in the generalists’ view, the 
extrinsic organizational incentives were insufficient to encourage them to engage in 
leading new or risky efforts like change initiatives. In analyzing the impact of these 
findings, evidence is sought on extrinsic incentives being at or above a hygiene level 
for generalists. For this, the results from the generalists’ decision to continue in 
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leadership positions in their current field were used. A total of 77.8% of current 
generalist leaders responded they would continue in the field. This result would support 
that extrinsic organizational incentives are deemed by generalists to be at or above a 
necessary hygiene level to maintain their motivation for the role. With extrinsic 
incentives at or above a hygiene level, and intrinsic motivations supporting leading 
change initiatives, it is concluded that resistance by generalists would be minimal or 
not supported by the research’s findings. 
 
Lastly, the final two highlighted lines from Figure 7, Frustration and False Starts, 
which are associated with absence or deficiencies in resources and in the action plan 
respectively are reviewed and discussed. As discussed earlier and illustrated in Figure 
2, authority measures from the research are mapped onto both the resources and action 
plans blocks of the VSIRA model. This is based on an analysis determining that 
leadership authority would be required to commit an organization’s resources to an 
activity, and also that leadership authority would be required to commit to, approve and 
execute an action plan. Without sufficient authority, both resources and action plans 
would be unavailable, leading to frustration and false starts as predicted by the model. 
Findings reveal that generalists are subordinate to experts in the sufficiency of both 
influence and decision authority that they hold, and therefore they would not have the 
required authority to fully commit resources or to completely execute action plans. This 
is predicted to result in their frustration and to false starts on change initiatives they 
might be motivated to advance. 
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While perhaps seemingly straightforward, a discussion on the analysis of explanatory 
mechanism to support the prediction made by the VSIRA model on these two areas is 
presented. Initially, the frustration outcome following the inability to secure and 
commit resources for change initiatives is looked at. Here, three related but subtly 
different potential concurrent mechanisms that support a frustration effect are 
discussed. First, from the research findings, it is seen that generalists selected leading 
new change initiatives as their most preferred work category. While the finding did not 
differentiate with statistical significance that leading new initiatives was preferred over 
the next three prioritized work categories, they did support that it was among the top 
four which were differentiated with statistical significance from the rest of the 
categories in the test. Additional research would be required to support or reject the 
indication that leading change was the most preferred among work activities for 
generalists. A leader that highly prioritizes a category of work activities but does not 
have sufficient authority to be able to successfully act on that activity would be 
expected to be dissatisfied with their inability to pursue a path they most want to 
undertake, leading to the frustration predicted by the model. 
 
Secondly, in addition and related to personal preference on work activities, a frustration 
effect could follow from an organization’s leader being unable to make an impact and 
by being unable to do what they believe is right and necessary for their group. 
Associated with a leader’s preference for leading change initiatives could be their 
personal desire to individually have an impact on the group and thereby build their 
personal profile. In cases where insufficient authority hinders a leader’s ability to 
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enhance their personal profile through change leadership, frustration would be 
expected to follow. Also, in cases where insufficient authority hinders a leader’s ability 
to deliver on change that they believe is urgently needed or is necessary for their group, 
a frustration effect would be expected to follow. One last possible explanatory 
mechanism for the frustration effect would be a disconnect between the sense of 
responsibility a leader associates with their position and an absence of authority to act 
in a manner the leader believes is best for the group. By prioritizing the work task of 
leading change initiatives, the generalist leader could feel that the change is best for the 
group; however, because of the demonstrated insufficiency in authority to effect that 
change, it would result in the predicted frustration effect. 
 
Moving on to discuss the false start effect predicted by the VSIRA model and also 
based on insufficient authority, a single additional mechanism is proposed here. 
Generalist leaders’ intrinsic motivations are expected to result in them conceiving and 
developing proposals for leading change initiatives, despite being aware that they lack 
sufficient authority to fully advance the initiatives. The exercise of developing 
proposals would, in cases, involve engaging other colleagues in the organization, 
leading to awareness and expectations that the initiative could be further advanced. 
However, eventually, absence of the authority or the ability to secure authority to 
continue beyond developing and planning would result in the predicted false starts. 
Even realizing they are not able to move ideas beyond a development stage, generalist 
leaders are expected to be intrinsically motivated at a high enough level for them to 
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continue seeking opportunities to lead change, eventually resulting in a false start as 
they fall short in their efforts. 
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CONCLUSION SUMMARY 
Integrating the key conclusions from the discussion of the research results on experts 
and generalists, the following highlights are presented: 
1. Experts’ intrinsic motivation toward core-area technical contributions and an 
absence of intrinsic motivations for leading change in their organization’s non-
core area is expected to result in a resistance effect on leading these change 
initiatives. Change will be difficult to realize. 
2. Non-core-area generalist leaders are intrinsically motivated to lead change in 
their organization; however, their authority for leading change is insufficient 
and subordinate to experts, resulting in frustration and false start effects. 
Change will be difficult to realize. 
3. Generalists recognize needs for change in the non-core area of their 
organizations more than experts. The lack, or lower level, of recognition by 
experts is expected to result in confusion by generalists in attempting to 
formulate or advance change initiatives that are not recognized as needed by 
experts in the organization. 
4. Experts and generalists are both perceived as only partially skilled at a sufficient 
level to lead non-core-area change; however, their skills are complementary, 
and combined together the two groups are perceived to be sufficiently skilled 
for leading change. 
5. Experts and generalists both perceive extrinsic incentives as insufficient to 
encourage them to engage in change leadership activities that involve taking 
risks or trying new things in the non-core area of their organizations. 
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6. The partial absence of skills and the absence of extrinsic motivation are 
expected to be secondary in nature relative to the items presented in 1 & 2 
above, leading to results illustrated in Figure 8 below. 
 
Figure 8: Results discussion summary 
 
Experts are recognized as having superior authority to lead change initiatives; 
however, their interest in technical work in their core area, lack of interest in non-core-
area change and leadership, and lower recognition of need for change leads to the 
predicted confusion and resistance effects toward leading change in the non-core area. 
Generalists are committed to leadership careers in their organization and are equally 
or more interested in leading non-core-area change initiatives over their other work 
tasks. However, their subordinated authority to experts empowers them insufficiently 
to fully lead change, resulting in the frustration effects predicted. 
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Building upon findings from this research, the following are proposed as areas for 
consideration as steps in developing a more change-enabled, change-favorable 
environment in the non-core area of a multi-business unit structure. 
 
IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 
Guidance based on findings in this research that could help to enhance the change 
management capabilities of a firm is provided below. The items listed are intended to 
support the building of a qualified, motivated and empowered organizational leadership 
team that positively views change for and within a firm’s non-core area. 
1. Purposely select from among experts for leadership positions. From among the 
expert group, seek those that self-select into organizational leadership as a 
career path, or those that demonstrate a higher interest in organizational 
leadership.  
2. Develop opportunities for a shared expert-generalist empowerment structure 
that would better enable and allow for change initiatives to originate and be 
advanced from multiple origination sources within the organization. Creating a 
greater level of empowerment for generalists, who were shown to have high 
intrinsic motivation for leading change, could result in a more diverse set of 
change ideas and change discussions. With the frustration and false start effects 
reduced through the proposed balanced empowerment, generalists would be 
expected to produce and advance a greater number of proposals that vary in 
perspective to those from experts. 
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3. Develop an extrinsic incentive structure within the non-core area of the 
organization that rewards at or above the hygiene level for individuals to take 
risks and engage in new activities and tasks. As demonstrated in this research, 
current incentives are not perceived as encouraging behavior associated with 
leading change. 
4. Assess and develop leadership capabilities for non-core-area expert and 
generalist leaders. Findings from the literature review support that leadership is 
recognized as a skill requiring development. However, as this research 
revealed, experts were most likely to be temporary leaders in the non-core area 
and therefore less available for ongoing extended leadership development 
exposure. A reduced access to leadership development was submitted as 
creating a leadership skills deficiency in experts relative to the generalists who 
had selected leadership as a career path, and therefore were expected to have 
actively developed leadership capabilities through programmes and exercises. 
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LIMITATIONS & FUTURE WORK 
The exploratory nature of this work provides a comparative foundation for studying 
experts and generalists as change leaders in an organization’s non-core area; however, 
the research has a number of limitations, some of which are identified below:  
 
Field of Study – Data collection for this research was exclusively from the field of 
higher education and from within management schools in higher education. While 
higher education does provide a favorable structure for studying experts/generalists 
and core/non-core areas, similar studies in other industries  could provide more robust 
support for the theories advanced. Additionally, all of the respondents to this study 
were from institutions based in Asia. While there is no reason to believe that 
accredited institutions in Asia would function differently it may be worthwhile to 
make similar tests in other areas.   
 
Informant Methodology – The informant survey methodology that was used in this 
research worked well for the foundational exploratory nature of this research. It does, 
however, limit the findings to perceptions of the group. To obtain a more direct 
measure of the group, future work building upon the findings here could use a subject 
methodology approach.  
 
Leadership Competencies – This research did not seek to measure leadership 
competencies, and instead used commitment to a management and leadership career 
as a proxy for higher leadership competencies. The indirect measure would be a 
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limitation of the study, and future work could more directly assess leadership 
competencies of experts and generalist leaders. 
 
VSIRA Results – This research was limited to looking at inputs to the VSIRA 
change-leadership model. Its scope was restricted to only examine contributing 
factors to the independent variables of the VSIRA model (Vision, Skills, Incentives, 
Resources and Action Plan). It did not include or look at data for the resulting values 
of independent variable of change leadership outcome. Instead, the work’s results 
discussion provides theoretically based explanatory mechanisms for the predicted 
emotional response states for the independent variable of confusion, resistance, 
frustration and false starts. The proposed explanations have not been tested. 
 
Future work is needed to further explore the predicted outcomes by the VSIRA model 
associated inputs investigated here. The following questions are areas for exploration 
in future work: 1) Is organizational confusion associated with the absence of a change 
vision coming from expert leaders in non-core areas? 2) Are levels of change-
resistance associated with lower levels of intrinsic motivation to change by expert 
leaders?  3) Do generalists experience frustration and false starts due to their interest 
in leading change but lacking sufficient authority? Case studies of successful and 
unsuccessful change initiatives could be studied for these effects. Additionally, as 
discussed earlier in this section, using a subject approach in relevant environments 
would be a method to study the predicted outcomes. 
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Core/Non-core firm structure – By definition, the application of this work is limited 
to organizations with core and non-core areas. Examples of industries referred to in 
this work include higher education, healthcare and sports. Other relevant firms could 
be law firms, some consulting firms, organizations with highly engineered technical 
products/services.  However, many firms would not have organizational structures 
with clear core and non-core areas, and the results of this research would not be of 
direct use or applicability. 
 
The study of experts and generalists as leaders has received little attention beyond 
Goodall’s TEL associated work (2012). However, with the increasing trend of 
organizations turning to generalist leaders, this is an area in need of additional study. 
Change leadership is initially explored here and would benefit from additional 
attention. Other areas of organizational performance, other than change leadership, 
associated with and comparing experts and generalists are important and largely 
unexplored. 
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APPENDIX 1 – Initial Survey 
This research seeks your input on the change culture within higher education. In the 
work’s context, change is categorized as starting and implementing new programme-
/school-/ institutional-level projects such as new degree or non-degree academic 
programmes, new centers, new institutes, new curriculum, changes in programme 
content, programme operations, programme requirements, programme delivery, 
teaching/learning methodologies, and other cross-department, cross-functional 
efforts. 
 
1. Within your institution, Tenure Track Faculty/Professional Staff Mangers… 
(Respondents only reported on their own group) 
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Think the institution has 
a dynamic change 
environment 
        
Believe there is much 
resistance to change 
        
Regularly propose 
change projects 
        
Regularly implement 
change projects 
        
Would like to see more 
change 
        
Believe proposing 
change is valued 
        
115 
Believe implementing 
change is valued 
        
Believe proposing 
change is rewarded 
        
Believe implementing 
change is rewarded 
        
Believe change leaders 
will experience career 
advancement 
        
 
 
 
The following questions requests your input on the QUALIFICATIONS of tenure-
track faculty, non-tenure-track faculty and professional staff managers to 
START (identify opportunity, develop and get support for ideas) and 
IMPLEMENT ACADEMIC change at your institution. 
 
In this context, "Academic" refers to: Programme/Instute Design, Curriculum/Content 
Design, Teaching Methodology, Faculty Management, Learning Outcomes, Faculty 
Matters, Etc 
 
2. For each group below, respond to the statement: They are qualiﬁed to Start 
(identify opportunities, develop and get support for ideas) Academic Change at 
my institution. 
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3. For each group below, respond to the statement: They are qualified to 
Implement Academic Change at my institution. 
 
 S
tro
n
g
ly
 
D
isag
ree 
D
isag
ree 
S
o
m
ew
h
at 
D
isag
ree 
N
eith
er 
D
isag
ree o
r 
A
g
ree 
S
o
m
ew
h
at 
A
g
ree 
A
g
ree 
S
tro
n
g
ly
 
A
g
ree 
N
o
t S
u
re 
Tenure Track Faculty         
Professional Staff 
Managers 
        
 
The following questions requests your input on the QUALIFICATIONS of tenure-
track faculty, non-tenure-track faculty and professional staff managers 
to START (identify opportunities, develop and plan methodologies, secure 
support) and IMPLEMENT OPERATIONAL change at your institution. 
  
In this context, "Operational" refers to: Delivery & Logistics, Operations Planning, 
Financial 
Management, Technology, Sales & Marketing, Operating Processes, Accreditation, 
Regulation 
Matters…, etc 
 
4. For each group below, respond to the statement: They are qualiﬁed to Start 
(identify opportunities, develop and plan methodologies, secure 
support) Operational Change at my institution. 
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5. For each group below, respond to the statement: They are qualified to 
Implement Operational Change at my institution. 
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The following questions requests your input on the QUALIFICATIONS of tenure-
track faculty, non-tenure-track faculty and professional staff managers 
to START (identify opportunities, develop and plan methodologies, secure support) 
and IMPLEMENT ORGANIZATIONAL change at your institution 
 
In this context, "Organizational" refers to: Setting Vision, Communicating Need, 
Organizational 
Structure, Team Motivation & Culture matters, Organizational Leadership, HR 
Matters… etc 
 
6. For each group below, respond to the statement: They are qualiﬁed to Start 
(identify opportunities, develop and plan methodologies, secure 
support) Organizational Change at my institution. 
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7. For each group below, respond to the statement: They are qualified to Implement 
Organizational Change at my institution. 
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The following questions ask your input on both Influence Authority and Decision 
Authority to make change happen at your institution. 
 
8. For each group below, respond to the statement: They have suﬃcient Inﬂuence 
Authority to make change happen at my institution. 
9. For each group below, respond to the statement: They have suﬃcient Decision 
Authority to make change happen at my institution. 
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10. How is your time CURENTLY & IDEALLY allocated among the following 
activities (100% total) 
 
C
u
rren
tly
 
Id
eally
 
Research/knowledge development/advancement activities   
OnLoad teaching & associated activities   
OverLoad/external teaching & associated activities   
Institutional administration   
Programme/center administration   
Developing/leading new institution/programme initiatives   
Institution/Programme marketing & promotion   
Advancement & Fundraising   
Other, Academic   
Other, Administration   
Total 100% 100% 
 
 
11. The following questions requests your input on how a variety factors impact 
change at your 
institution. 
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We have the right 
faculty at my institution 
to support change 
        
The faculty at my 
institution are motivated 
to support change 
        
We have the right staff 
at my institution to 
support change 
        
The staff at my 
institution are motivated 
to support change 
        
Incentives at my 
institution encourages 
individuals to take risks 
        
Incentives at my 
institution encourages 
individuals try new 
things 
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APPENDIX 2 – Follow-on Survey  
Follow-on Survey 
 
 
1. Which of the following best describes your role: 
• Faculty, post-tenure 
• Faculty, pre-tenure  
• Faculty, non-tenure track 
• Professional staff manager  
 
 
Display This Question: If Which of the following best describes your role: = Faculty, 
post-tenure 
Or Which of the following best describes your role: = Faculty, pre-tenure 
Or Which of the following best describes your role: = Faculty, non-tenure track 
 
2. Are you currently or have you previously served in an administration leadership 
role in higher education (i.e. School Dean, Programme Dean, Programme 
Director, Center Director, Institute Director, etc)? 
• Currently in an administration leadership role 
• Previously in an administration leadership role  
• Have never served in an administration leadership role 
 
Skip To: End of Survey If Are you currently or have you previously served in an 
administration leadership role in higher ed... = Have never served in an 
administration leadership role 
 
Display This Question: If Are you currently or have you previously served in an 
administration leadership role in higher ed... = Currently in an administration 
leadership role 
 
3. Including your current position, how many administration leadership roles have 
you held in higher education? 
• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 5 
• 6+ 
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Display This Question: If Are you currently or have you previously served in an 
administration leadership role in higher ed... = Previously in an administration 
leadership role 
4. How many administration leadership roles have you held in higher education? 
1 2 3 4 5 6+ 
 
 
Display This Question: If Are you currently or have you previously served in an 
administration leadership role in higher ed... = Previously in an administration 
leadership role 
5. How many years did you work in your most recent administration leadership 
position ? (round to nearest year) 
1 
year 
2 
years 
3 
years 
4 
years 
5 
years 
6 
years 
7 
years 
8 
years 
9 
years 
10+ 
years 
 
 
Display This Question: If Are you currently or have you previously served in an 
administration leadership role in higher ed... = Currently in an administration 
leadership role 
6. How many years have worked in your current administration leadership 
position? (round to nearest year) 
1 
year 
2 
years 
3 
years 
4 
years 
5 
years 
6 
years 
7 
years 
8 
years 
9 
years 
10+ 
years 
 
 
7. How many years total have you worked in an academic administration leadership 
position? (round to nearest year)? 
1 
year 
2 
years 
3 
years 
4 
years 
5 
years 
6 
years 
7 
years 
8 
years 
9 
years 
10+ 
years 
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Display This Question: If Which of the following best describes your role: = Faculty, 
post-tenure 
Or Which of the following best describes your role: = Faculty, pre-tenure 
Or Which of the following best describes your role: = Faculty, non-tenure track 
 
8. What % of your decision to take an administration position was attributed to each 
of the following factors (total =100%) 
_______ My professional development 
_______ Fulfill an institutional service requirement 
_______ Build a career in administration 
_______ Financial Incentives 
_______ I found the position interesting 
_______ I was required to take the role 
_______ To help with my research 
_______ Greater opportunities to meet industry contacts 
_______ To increase my impact at the institution 
 
  100%   Total 
 
Display This Question: If Which of the following best describes your role: = Faculty, 
post-tenure 
Or Which of the following best describes your role: = Faculty, pre-tenure 
Or Which of the following best describes your role: = Faculty, non-tenure track 
 
9. What’s the % likelihood that your next career position will be in the following 
areas 
_______ Full-time Faculty role (no administration leadership responsibilities) 
_______ A more senior administration leadership position 
_______ Different administration position at current level 
_______ Not planning to leave current position 
_______ Position outside higher education 
 
  100%   Total 
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Display This Question: If Which of the following best describes your role: = 
Professional staff manager 
 
10. What % of your decision to take an administration position was attributed to each 
of the following factors (total =100%) 
_______ My professional development 
_______ Build a career in academic administration 
_______ Financial Incentives 
_______ I found the position interesting 
_______ To impact the field of education 
_______ As a path to university lecturing opportunities 
_______ Family consideration (trailing spouse, children’s education, etc) 
_______ Build a network within higher education 
_______ To work with and help students 
 
  100%    Total 
 
Display This Question: If Which of the following best describes your role: = 
Professional staff manager 
 
11. What’s the % likelihood that your next career position will be in the following 
areas 
_______ A more senior administration leadership position 
_______ Different administration position at current level 
_______ Not planning to leave current position 
_______ Position outside higher education 
_______ University lecturer/teaching position 
 
  100%    Total 
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APPENDIX 3 – Interviews Transcripts 
Interview 1 – Retired University Administrator 
Question: Well, and that’s to be determined right? It’s part of the problem as I see it 
is such a big machine that has such a long history, centuries of history that it’s 
difficult to change. And you’re beginning to see things like for profits and online and 
technology changing. But I think that’s part of it but that’s being done outside the 
institutions. But the concept of the degree, the concept of credit units, the concept of 
… To me it looks like there’s a lot of measurement of inputs and not as much of 
outputs. And so if we give you this many courses, if you sit in class, this much time, 
if you complete this many tests versus you have this, which is from my readings, it’s 
hard to measure educational accomplishment. So, how do you measure outputs? So, 
fundamentally, just the basic question which I’m coming with the premise that 
universities are not innovative, do you agree or disagree? 
Response: No. I totally agree with this thing. I totally agree with you. That’s why 
when I heard that, I said, “Wow, this is something very important that you’re working 
on,” because I have a very strong feeling about this thing. And when you say 
innovative, so let's talk, it’s your definition and let's see what you’re looking at. And 
then I can go along that line and talk about that. 
Question: Well, and then so that’s also part of the definition, what is innovative right? 
Okay, because when I think about it, I think of new ways or new products of creating 
and delivering value from an education point of view. And so innovation at least, the 
common readings that you get, it’s how do we implement technology? How do we … 
It’s a lot around technology and a little bit about learning outcomes, what our learning 
126 
styles and how do we experience pace learning and stuff like that which to me is not 
necessarily innovative. It’s been around for forever but I think it’s new ways of 
creating value in the education chain and that can be from how do we measure 
outputs, it can be in my definition how do we deliver content? How do we take an 
individual and give them means to gain additional capabilities? 
Response: This is very, this is what we’re talking about. This is true that I agree with 
this that the universities … And I have my ideas about because I’ve watched 
universities, I’ve been a part of them and I talk to deans and so on and I’ve been in 
that position myself. And it is … So, let me give you some examples- What does it 
mean? The chain looks sort of like this. If you call it the value chain and I think this is 
a good thing to think about the education value chain because that’s going to help us 
understand where. And we do the analysis and it’s going to help us understand where 
we can add value and what that value really is in the value chain. And it has to go, 
everything from accreditation to the inclusion of technology or the integration of 
technology and the way of delivering that content. You mention all of these things. 
You are on the right track, but that’s a part of the value chain. 
Question: That’s a part of it. 
Response: Yeah. And then finally being in line. You see, maybe we have to change 
what we consider as valuable outcome. Maybe we have to change. 
Question: Oh, and that’s … If you look at innovation and education, sorry to 
interrupt, but we measure different ways of input but we never measure from an 
innovation point of view, what are the outputs. So, the outputs are still degrees, 
there’s credit units, there’s … That’s the output. 
127 
Response: For me to get my, say I get my undergraduate degree in computer science. 
So, what am I supposed to be doing? Well, I’m supposed to go to class, sit there, take 
the credits. And when I accumulate 120 or 124 I got a computer science degree, all of 
a sudden I have a degree. What does that mean now? 
Question: And, yeah so it’s measuring inputs. 
Response: How can I contribute? Yes and so on. And what I found was many of 
these things, I go back to my days which long time ago when I got my computer 
science degree was one of the top computer science university at that time. And when 
I was done, I got a job but I couldn’t sit at a desk at that time and become 
immediately productive. I had to go through some training and that training was for 
the first six months or so, they considered me sort of like a newbie. I had to learn, I 
had to go through thing I had to learn. 
Response: Now, I designed an operating system but it was small and we did it in 
assembler language those days. So, we had assembler language and I did the whole 
thing and I designed a full operating system. But, when I sat at my desk and they 
made me a systems engineer and I had an operating system in front of me, it was 
impossible. I couldn’t do it. 
Question: You couldn’t do it. You did not have the skills, the capabilities. 
Response: That’s right. I had to go through a sequence of internal training. And that 
internal training took maybe six to nine months and I didn’t become really productive 
because even after I got out of that, I had to try to figure things out. Then when I had 
a problem, solving a problem because we are taught certain things in computer 
science. We’re not taught how to troubleshoot and solve problems in an operating 
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system which is very, very complex thing because an operating system crash and 
gives you one signal. And you have to figure out from that one signal which module 
this thing is coming from. But we don’t learn the fundamental things like we learn 
this but it’ll never tell us that in all of this thing there is something called an 
asynchronous interrupt. And an asynchronous interrupt can change the code. So, I’m 
going through this code and I’m figuring out but I’m not thinking, hey, there are 
interrupts happening in the background every so many. There are clock interrupts, 
there are scheduler interrupts, there are all these things which can change context and 
create problems. So, if you read that thing in a literal, how do I say, a longitudinal 
manner, you can never solve the problem. 
Question: You will never get it. 
Response: No. Because no operating system and no computer system works like 
that. They don’t train us like that. They never did. And to this day, I have talked to 
some students and I said, “What are you doing?” “I am doing computer science.” 
“Oh, very good. But what are you learning? Tell me a little bit about the curriculum.” 
And they are telling me, we’re learning COBOL and Fortran and I’m saying, “You’re 
kidding me.” 
Response: But when they tell me, we’re not going to do this language or we’re not 
going to program in Java. Then I say, “Well, what are you doing?” 
Question: What are you doing? How useful are you going to be? 
Response: That’s not right. So, why are the universities still along that line? And so, 
we’re not producing people. So, that’s the end result. That’s the outcome. What are 
they going to be doing? So, we’re looking at this value chain now and what is 
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creating this problem. In summary, you have people in the university level, and 
nothing against old, I’m getting older myself, but they’re old and they’re thinking. 
They’re old and they’re stuck in an old way of doing things. 
Question: Okay. 
Response: And let me give you another, there was some other example I was going 
to give you. I will give you another example. I talked a little bit about the 
accreditation and the need for change with the accreditation system and I can go over 
that again. I can talk a little bit more about that. When I was at the next school, the 
Dean was sitting there and I said to him hello, hello. Good morning, it’s good to meet 
you. Yes. 
Response: Good to see you. I said I’m doing some work with some students and I 
need a transcript.” “Oh, it’s not so easy to get the transcript.” “Why not?” “Well, 
we’re using this old computer system. 
Response: And he says, “You’re kidding me. And we were going to do a 
development stuff for them for online stuff. So, I gave them a kind of a design and I 
said, “This is how we will do it,” and something like that. And then they said to me, 
“Well, we can't do it.” And I go, “Well, why not?” Everything is out there and all the 
technology is out there and says, “Well, this department is using an IBM 360 to do 
this and this department is using this kind of system to do finance and other things. 
And we don’t have, we have real old and antiquated way of …” There’s a need for 
this system, to communicate with this system but because they are so different 
system, they had to get programmers to come in and create this interface. And this is 
an antiquated interface. 
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Response: Now we say, instead of taking this thing and say, okay let's take the hit 
right now and let's just get rid of all this crap and just go with the new system. They 
built this interface. Now, what that does is it tied them to even stronger to the IBM 
system and the other system and the finance system. So, on one side you have that. 
So, now when I say, “Well you can change and you can do all of this,” they say, “Not 
so easy.” I have to do this and I have to do this and I have to change this. And then I 
have all these old professors who are accustomed to the old way of doing things and 
they don’t want to change. 
Question: I’ve heard this from other people. 
Response: And they give the deans and the technology people and these old 
professors wield a lot of power and they are all tenured guys and- 
Question: So, you’re hitting on a couple of things that I have thought about, I just 
want to capture them and see if this what you are saying or what you think, how you 
envision this. Is resistance to change largely because of legacy or because other 
reasons but resistance to change. 
Response: That’s a great way of summarizing it, resistance to change. 
Question: But also you touched on the faculty governance. And I’ve read and done 
some thinking where faculty governance can be considered an inhibitor to innovation. 
And it’s not that faculty aren't interested, it’s just when we talk about this, that’s not 
how they are measured or what’s important to them. What’s important to them is 
research, publication, teaching. And so faculty governance with misaligned incentives 
and general a culture of resistance to change makes it difficult to do things. So, that’s 
what I hear when you say that and it’s- 
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Response: That’s true. There isn’t an incentive for faculty and deans and so on to be 
innovative about anything. 
Question: In one way, I heard this put was is that things are working, they’re not 
working well, things are working and they are slow and all this other stuff. It is not 
worth the risk to change it because there’s no benefit but there’s certainly cost if it 
fails. 
Response: Yes. Exactly. 
Question: There’s no benefit if it gets better but there’s cost if it fails and so why 
would I take the risk? So, let's go. 
Response: Exactly. So, when you put all of these things like that together, now let's 
look at other components of that value chain, looks accreditation. The accrediting 
system we go through. You have the main accrediting body which is sanctioned by 
the Department of Education with oversight responsibilities for all accrediting bodies. 
So, you have this main, I’m forgetting the names right now but I wrote a paper about 
this. Okay. I’ll look for the paper that I wrote for Vietnam and I’ll send it to you. 
Question: Thank you. 
Response: I have all of them and I think you got this good insight. And so, what you 
have in the United States is you have the Department of Education and Department of 
Education gets all of the funding from the government. So basically, they are an 
admin agency responsible for distributing funds and making sure student funds and 
low income students and so on get the money and distribute the money to the various 
universities. That’s what they do. They have given the responsibility for quality 
control and accreditation to a national body, I forget the name but it’s called the 
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national … Okay, it’s called an accrediting body. I forget the name.Question: Okay, 
national … Right.Response: Now, their responsibility is to allocate responsibility 
further for accreditation. They can't do it themselves. 
Question: Okay. So, they distribute out that. Okay. 
Response: Right. So, in the United States, we have the national accreditation bodies. 
They’re called regional accreditation bodies. So, each regional bodies and I think, I 
don’t know how many we have. We have 11 or 12, something like that. They’re given 
a group of states, so in the North East we have the North East Association of Schools 
and Colleges, something like that. 
Question: Okay. Right. 
Response: And they accredit Harvard and all of the universities and also high 
schools. So, you have this accrediting body, you look at this region. You have this 
accrediting Mid Atlantic, Mid West, South and so on, they’re all across. And you 
have these associations. And they have come together and we call them the cartel 
now because they absolutely control and they have, people feel that if you don’t 
attend a university that is a regionally accredited, that your degree is no good. 
Question: Right, okay 
Response: So, you’ve got this. Then you have some other independent like ACICS 
and some international, perhaps some national bodies and so on. And they say, if 
you’re not regional, we don't recognize any other accreditation. So, if I go to school 
with an ACICS accreditation an ACICS is a little bit more innovative in their 
approach to getting accreditation done and less cost and so on. So, I’ll tell you a little 
bit about that. And if I go to an ACICS school and I get a degree, and I attend two 
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years. But then actually, my family is moving to California and I’m going to be over 
here and by the way, this is a university that’s close by, I want to attend this 
university but this is a regional accredited university. They will not accept the ACICS 
accrediting. 
Question: They will not accept the transfer of credits. 
Response: No, they will not accept. 
Question: Because it’s not accredited by our body and so therefore. 
Response: Because it’s not the regional accreditation. Now there is no other reason 
other than somebody got together and said, “We are not going to recognize ACICS. 
But ACICS is recognized by the upper national body. 
Question: And it’s not necessarily. They’re not saying that ACICS is bad, they’re just 
saying, it’s not ours so we’re not going to take it. 
Response: That’s what I mean. So, what does this do? What does this do for the 
entire system? Let's take a look. Universities come up. Now here, let me give you 
another thing that creates big problems for innovation and change. Let's say, how do 
you start a university and get that university to be accredited? In the United States, it 
is extremely difficult. It is extremely difficult. 
Question: So, think about that from a business point of view; if you had so much red 
tape regulation, whether if you wanted to start up a small business because you had a 
great idea and you had a great patent and it was that much, you wouldn’t do it. 
Response: You wouldn’t do it. But what does it do? When you don’t do it, what 
happens? You stifle innovation because I could have a great idea for the university 
and I go there and I say, “I want to start this university and I would like to get it 
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regionally accredited because you got, you are the big guys and you, if I don’t get it, 
you don’t recognize me.” So, I said like yes, yeah. It’s going to take you five years 
and it’s going to take you- 
Question: Just to start a university? 
Response: Yes. It’s going to take you five years and it’s going to cost you $5 
million. 
Question: So, $5 million isn’t expensive but five years is a killer. 
Response: That’s correct. $5 million a big thing also. How many universities are 
already struggling with matching expensing with tuition? 
Question: Yes 
Response: This model that we have, the business model doesn’t work. 
Question: So, you don't have these spring up. But then … And this is what we talked 
a little bit about last night. How do you balance that with once a student goes through, 
they’re only going to do this when it’s not going to be like going and buying a soda or 
buying a milk product that is disposable. I’m going to do this once if I invest and I 
find out that your system isn’t good. So, you’ve got to balance it with it being 
sufficient to meet the requirements but flexible enough to allow creativity. And that’s 
a challenge. 
Response: I think all these things got to be sort of looked at because they are all 
inhibitors. The business model doesn’t work. Universities are faced with this problem 
and it speaks to the business model. However, they have set up their infrastructure 
and their departments and the way they hire people and their massive overhead and so 
on. These things place massive demands on the [inaudible 00:19:47]. Now they have 
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to say, “Well, how are we going to get this money?” So, now then as I tried to talk 
about tuition and then they say, “Oh, tuition is so expensive and students are coming 
out of the universities with massive debts and they can't pay their debts and stuff.” 
Bernie Sanders is talking about it so much. 
Question: Yeah, there’s a lot of talk about that. 
Response: Why is it … And there’s some value to that. I know we’re touching on a 
lot of things and it’s- 
Question: No, it’s very valuable though. 
Response: Yes. You can go live in Poland or France or some other place grant you 
they don’t have as many universities as we have and the population that we have. But 
many people go to Holland, they establish a residency and I can go get a PhD in 
Holland for next to nothing. Why is it that I can go through a Dutch University and 
get quality education? There’s value to the American education system but it’s not so 
radically different from what you get in a Dutch system. A Dutch system, the guy this 
morning is talking about and it’s a student from Malaysia can speak two if not three 
languages. And he stays … Yes exactly. And he, in his remarks, you should have 
been in there because he spoke in Bahasa and spoke in Mandarin. He delivered. 
Bahasa, Mandarin. 
Question: Yes. 
Response: When the Prime Minister of Singapore delivers the annual speech, he 
speaks in Bahasa, Malay, he speaks in English, he speaks in Chinese. Does he speak 
in … I don’t know if he delivers in Tamil also but at least those three right? He 
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delivers. And he knows the language, he doesn’t read it. This Prime Minister knows 
three languages. 
Question: No, but it’s an interesting point right? You’re saying the Dutch that there 
are models out there that have done something a little different and it works. 
Response: And my … As you look at things, my encouragement would be not just 
look at the US system or the Singapore system. 
Question: No 
Response: You’ve got to go to these countries and you’ve got to go to the 
University. You’ve got to sit there for a few days. Maybe a few months and work 
with them and see how they do things. And see what is it that they’re doing. So, our 
whole system in the United States is set up to create delays. So, if I have to start- 
Question: The regulatory and governing structure? 
Response: Yes. To create a lot of delays in the system. So, if I want to start the 
university, I got great idea, I want the university. Then the accrediting body says … 
So, if I’m a new guy. 
Question: So, which accrediting body do I use because there’s regional, there’s an- 
Response: I immediately discount some of the national or the professional bodies or 
the ACICS because I’m saying if I do that, people don’t value my education. They 
don’t value … The first thing the student ask you if they are familiar with the 
accreditation and many of them are, they come and they say, “Who’s your accrediting 
body?” The students are starting to ask. And then you say, “Oh, I am ACICS.” They 
say, “Well, forget it. You’re no good. You can't …” 
Question: And this doesn’t buy me much outside of this town or this state. 
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Response: Right. Exactly. That’s right. If I’m going to stay here. 
Question: It’s great if I get four years here but I know this could happen and I can't 
transfer this. 
Response: Yeah, what happens? And not only that, what happens if I graduate now 
and I want to go to a Masters program, an MBA program at this university over here? 
What happens to me? They say, “You get this thing.” They say, “No, sorry we don't 
recognize this degree.” 
Question: Yes. No, I … Having been through the admissions process and the 
Master’s program where you look at them and understand where they come from as. 
Response: It’s very important they have to recognize. So you say, “Well, let's see if 
I’m going to … I want to get a Master’s degree and so on, so I’m looking at what my 
undergraduate degree is going to look like. So, I’m not going to take any chances 
with that. I’m going to a school that is accredited. 
Question: Which goes back to our saying; a student’s going to do it once so they’ve 
got to be risk averse because they’re looking to get this degree and it’s nothing like 
about, as much as what they learn but do they get a degree that then has, that’s an 
entry ticket to other things? 
Response: So, all of this, all of, I’m thinking about has nothing to do with skills and 
the value that I’m going to get as a person. What I’m going to be like when I get out 
there. How employable and how in line with industry. I am just satisfying a process. 
Which is essentially this thing, these accreditation bodies, this doesn’t work here, it 
doesn’t work there and so- 
138 
Response: And you see this up front when you travel like me. Like, I might be in 
three countries in one week. You know what my bag looks like? I have a whole 
section for electrical crap. 
Question: But it’s along those lines about it. The portability is not there with 
education. 
Response: Right. 
Question: Let me touch on something you- 
Response: Wait, one other thing about accreditation. Let me talk about that. So, it’s 
built in to have some big delays. Now you think about it. If I submit for an 
accreditation for my school and it’s going to take me five years, what’s the value of 
my MBA program by the time I get my accreditation, it takes five years; what’s the 
value of that MBA? 
Question: Now, I’ve got to start over again because it’s five years old. 
Response: But if I want another, want to make that MBA now, remember that MBA 
is my money. That MBA is my product and generating money, it’s already obsolete. 
Now, I say, “Well, I want, I have to resubmit to get a fresh MBA. Now it’s going to 
take them another year because they got to come back in and do all of the 
infrastructure and all the other stuff. If I don’t have the library, if I don’t have this. 
They look at stuff that is so irrelevant. 
Question: To the learning outcome, to the capabilities of the student. 
Response: Yeah. And so, all it is meant to do is to delay, delay, delay and give you a 
system of education that is obsolete by the time it’s approved. 
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Question: Two things, I’m sorry I’ve got a number of questions but one is, 
accreditation versus … And maybe you’re intermixing this but accreditations versus 
government regulations. Are you thinking that those are the same or are you? Okay 
Response: No, accreditation is very specific. 
Question: Okay. Because I’ve heard people talk about government regulations. 
Response: Yeah. Accreditation has some elements of government regulation in it, in 
there. Because, for example they are tied together when you go for, like say I’m a low 
income student and I’m applying for aid via the US government. 
Question: Student aid and if you’ve got this then I can give you aid because you’ve 
mentioned the credits- 
Response: Right exactly. Correct. 
Question: In the US, That’s huge. 
Response: Yeah. That is a very … I could not run a university without that. Because 
I did it there and I depended on that money. 
Question: Depend on that money but to do that you’ve got to acquiesce to this 
accreditation body. 
Response: Exactly. 
Question: The fundamental one is, who does education create value for; the 
individual student, the employer, the society? 
Response: This is a big, big question. 
Question: And so, there’s no simple answer but it’s- 
Response: Very complex. 
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Question: But when you think about who they create value for, then who should have 
control, and therefore how much did that stifle or how does innovation fit into that 
depending on why the create value? That one we can talk about forever so let's not, 
but it’s one that I know I struggle with but I think about. 
Response: It is an important question. It’s a very important question. There’re some 
guys who are going around talking about education and what we should be doing with 
education. How should we, what should we look at when we’re looking … What 
should be our goals and objectives? 
Question: Right. 
Response: And they said, you look at Singapore and Singapore says, when you’re in, 
this school, they put so much of this stuff on the kids and the guy says, “Oh no, no. 
Wait a minute.” When you’re in middle school or high school, you should be learning 
to learn. You should be exploring, you should be having fun because high school 
education, there isn’t a correlation between, I’ve got As in high school. I’m the honor 
student in high school. There isn’t a correlation between honors and doing good in 
high school and being successful in college or being a massive success as a manager 
or an entrepreneur or something like that. So, why is it that we’re going along this 
path following some goals and objectives which make absolutely no sense? 
Question: Which again goes back to the legacy of grades and credits and degrees. 
Response: There we go. 
Question: And that’s never changed and- 
Response: It goes on to undergraduate programs, graduate programs, and to some 
extent even PhD and research programs. Yeah, I get a lot of hits because I look at 
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education like you’re looking at education. When I look at the student, I’m very, I’m 
different in the thing, here when you have a Master’s, all they care about was the 
grade. And I say, wait a minute, these are graduate students and I’m, I think more 
about the student. How they relate to me. What they ask each. I am not so much the 
academic, forced academic, we carry this thing on. So, I got to give them this grade 
but I said, No. I teach them differently and I say, when I’m in the classroom I tell my 
students, “Okay, this course is for you to fail.” “What do you mean?” I said, “I’m 
giving you right now an A. I’m giving you 100% and you have an A? Now what I’m 
going to start doing, it’s up to you. So, don’t accuse me of failing you as a student, 
you fail yourself.” 
Question: They’re worried about that. 
Response: Like hell are you talking? Yeah, by this time they’re like, “What is wrong 
with this guy?” And I said, “All right, now I’m going to give you everything you need 
to be successful in this course. I’m going to give you everything. But when you do 
your exams and so on, you’re going to see how I grade your course. I’m going to 
grade the exam like this. I’m going to look at it and I have some criteria.” So, when I 
look at this thing, I say, well, you didn’t do this, I’m going to minus two points and 
minus three points and so on. What am I doing? What’s the philosophy behind that? I 
am taking away grades from you that you were responsible for. I gave you 100. You 
are making me take away these.  Yeah, so I gave you 100, now what I’m doing and I 
gave you everything to be successful and I’m taking away, now if you look at many 
of the other professors, they say, okay, this point is worth 25 points, I’m going to give 
you 23 out of 25. So, I am making the decision. I turn and directly say, “You are 
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making the decision, not me. So, don’t complain when I take away.” And they go, 
“Oh, this is very different.” So, I say, “You can start this exam today. You’re starting 
with 100%.” Now what does that do for them? When the dean hears about this, they 
go, “What the hell is wrong with you? Why are you telling your students like this?” 
And they tell me, and you can't reveal the grades to the student. What the hell is 
wrong with revealing grades to students? I got hit very hard here because they said, 
“You are not supposed to release the grade to the students.” “Why not? I’m the 
professor, I give the thing and here my student get this, I give you that. You don’t 
agree with me, talk to me. Tell me why.” I had some students, they see me. Why do I 
say. I get a paper and I say, I read the paper and this is not quite what I’m looking for. 
But I’m not going to say the guy is wrong. I’m going to say, “You talk to me and tell 
me.” 
Question: Explain more because it doesn’t exact what I’m- 
Response: Explain this. So, here is my question, here is your answer. It doesn’t look 
like what I’m looking for but I want to hear from you. Why am I saying that? Because 
my command of the language and my, when I put the question out there and this guy 
reads the question, my interpretation and what I’m expecting might not be the same. 
Why? Because we’re teaching students who are culturally diverse and may not have 
the same command of the language and may not look at the thing the same way. 
Question: Absolutely. 
Response: So, if he says to me, this is what I understand of your question and that’s 
my answer, then I have to say okay. Now I’m going to look at this and do it, and I’m 
going to give you so many grade points. 
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Question: So, he demonstrated that. 
Response: But the dean says, no. This is the answer to the question. You got to grade 
them according to that. 
Question: One size fits all. 
Response: Do you see? Yes. 
Question: Yes, I absolutely see. 
Response: I said to the student see, listen I don’t know if I can trust this guy with 
this thing because he is very liberal in how he grades the student. No, I talk to the 
student just like I talk to my daughter. When she gives me a wrong answer, I say to 
her, come here, tell me why you say that. Then when she says that, I said, now I can 
see what’s wrong with the thinking. So, let me just adjust that a little bit right? 
Question: Yeah. No wrong answers which is not real feedback to the student. 
Response: Exactly. I can say, this is what I ask you, this is what it means, this is 
what you give me, you’re wrong. I can do that. But I don’t do that. I say to the 
student, “Gosh, I have to give you a zero for this kind of stuff. I got to take off all the 
points.” But let me be fair, let me talk to this guy. So, I ask this student, “Tell me 
what you’re thinking. Tell me what this means to you and why you answer this 
question like this.” And then they say, “Okay, this is how I see it. This is what I did.” 
Oh, okay. 
Question: So, now you understand their thought process. But that’s time consuming 
for many professors and many will not invest that. 
Response: Yeah. I have 62 students in my class. 
Question: Yeah. So many won’t invest that time. It’s kind of invaluable. 
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Response: No, because this is the answer. You’re wrong. And they take off the 
points. So, we don’t have a modern way of looking at teaching in a diverse classroom. 
Question: Which is again no innovation, 
Response: No innovation. 
Question: A couple of things I want to touch on as I’m going to run here in a sec. You 
mentioned it earlier, cost escalating. Part of that’s because there’s no innovation but 
also students are beginning, not beginning. Students historically have expected more 
from universities. Whether it’s the end to end student services, whether it’s the nice 
facilities, whether it’s the libraries with every possible resource in the world. Whether 
it’s a gym, whether it’s co curricular activities that cost money to support. Innovation 
from a total student experience not just from what happens in the classroom. So, it’s 
an open ended question and I framed it such but just what are your? Just talk. 
Response: I think all of this is true. You look at Northeastern University, it’s one 
place you might want to go talk to Northeastern. Because Northeastern has been able 
to do something at the management level and they provide … Once you’re a graduate 
you can go attend the gym, you have all this. Northeastern has a great system. I have 
friends who have gone to Northeastern, they got their undergraduate degree. They’re 
allowed to use the gym. Anytime of the night, they go in there and they graduated 
already. 
Response: They have access and they have … So, they’re doing, Northeastern is 
doing something very different. 
Question: I’ll look at them, okay. 
145 
Response: So, they are big. But I think it goes back to this, two things I think it goes 
back to accreditation issues and a business model, let me explain. 
Question: Okay. 
Response: You look, Apple is selling products. Imagine if Apple could only sell 
their Apple products in the State of California or let's say Western states. What would 
be the value of Apple? Now Apple sells this product almost instantaneously. At one 
time they had delays but almost instantaneously when a phone comes out, you can 
buy it in 15 different countries. 
Question: Anywhere in the world. Right. 
Response: And within two weeks, you can get it almost any place in the world. 
Question: Right. 
Response: And very quickly they can meet their revenue forecast for that quarter and 
so on and they can sell 10 million iPhones. But imagine if they could only do that in 
California? Accreditation puts that kind of restriction on products that universities are 
selling. Universities can sell their products only mostly in the United States. Imagine 
what it would take … So, this goes to the business model right? 
Question: Right. 
Response: And so what you’re saying is, “Well why can't they provide all these 
services to the student?” They’re not … The products and what does it take to get me 
an MBA from Northeastern University to Malaysia? It’s documents and books. It’s 
nothing. It’s no cost. But here’s what they say, “Well, according to the accreditation 
body if you go then, we have to have 70% of the professors from the university to 
come and teach.” What? 70%? What is the cost of 70% of the? 
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Question: So, you just meant it’s never going to happen? 
Response: It’s never going to happen. 
Question: We’ve said no to this. 
Response: The cost is one factor. The 70% is one factor but how many universities 
in the United States hire professors that have this excess capacity that they are 
teaching a course in here and they could pick one up and say, “Okay, you go teach 
corporate finance” 
Question: Or even an incentive system that will say, I’m going to ask you to go teach 
in Malaysia. I don’t want to go to Malaysia. It’s going to take me two days or a week 
there but then this much time and it’s going to take away from what I’m doing here 
and, no. 
Response: So the way we were doing it is we were canvassing professors from the 
school and then when they had their vacation, they took vacation time or leave time 
from the university- 
Question: And taught it off. Well done, next yeah. 
Response: And then they could come here for two weeks and I have to pay them. 
Now, I’m paying them for two weeks, I got to pay them $18,000. I have to take care 
of all their expenses, flights and professors want to fly business class. They want to 
stay in top hotels and when they come, you dole out because they’re professors. 
They’re not going to live in small universities because I got to get drivers to pick 
them up. You cannot believe what it takes to get a professor from the US. 
Question: Oh no, I can because I have worked on them. 
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Response: So, I have that kind of experience also running the program overseas. 
And I’m saying, why are you doing this? 
Question: But you’ve got to have 70% of your professors because that’s what the 
accreditation. 
Response: So, it’s not going to happen. That’s why you don’t see. So, now I can't 
sell, my market is not the global market. My market is the United States more or less. 
I mean the small number of students we take in from overseas, that’s not what I’m 
talking about. 
Question: No, no. But trying to take that Apple brand and take your iPhone and sell it 
in Malaysia or your Northeastern BA degree and sell it here or sell it there or deliver 
it there. 
Response: That’s what we want to do. Now you’ve got, other problems, you’ve got 
visa problems. 
Question: Language issues, visa issues- 
Response: Language issues, cultural issues, adaptation issues, high school issues that 
are not in line with the American system and so on. 
Question: And different levels of. Yeah right. So there’s, but those are real individual 
issues versus- 
Response: But when I create a student in Vietnam, that student says, I’m not going 
to go work in the United States, I’m going to work in Vietnam and why do you have 
all these crazy stuff that I have to do? Why not give me something that I can work 
with and create value in Vietnam. I got to give them an American system. So, all of 
these things are … So, it’s so bad. And they say, “You can't deliver it in this 
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language.” One accreditation body says, I said, “All right fine. We’ll deliver this 
thing in Vietnamese.” They say, “No. This is American accreditation, it must be 
delivered in English.” But my student is never going to use that language right now. I 
mean there’s value to English. 
Response: But you cannot deliver this program in Vietnamese or Spanish or 
whatever. Why not? Because this is an American program, it’s accredited for English 
and you can't deliver it. Like, I can only deliver value in English. 
Question: Inputs versus outputs. Yeah, so what am I creating? 
Response: I have been sitting at the edge of all of this stuff and I’ve been … And so- 
Question: This is great. 
Response: I’ve seen all of this from accreditation, foreign students. 
Question: It’s clear you’ve spent a lot of time thinking about it too which is just 
fantastic for me to be able to sit down and have this conversation. 
Response: Real life experience with this stuff and recruiting, I’ve gone recruiting 
internationally. Recruiting is a big problem with … You go to the embassy. I got 200 
students. I just went to the Philippines; I do things for two weekends, a whole week 
I’m all over the place giving presentations. I get 200 students; I can use these 200 
students. Now, they tell me, “Oh, we plan on rejecting more than 50% of these 
students.” I go, “You’re kidding me.” So, they said, “No, that’s what we’re doing.” 
So, I said, “Well, let me find out.” So, I made an appointment to see the head of the 
nonresident section, the visa section. I come in there and she is like at war with me. I 
just want to see you and ask, tell you what I’m doing and ask you. 
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Response: First question, “How is your university accredited?” “Oh, it’s ACICS.” 
“We don't recognize ACICS.” They just want to come … And she starts screaming 
and getting mad at me. And basically she says, I said, “Look, that’s not what we’re 
doing. We have a business to run and we’re trying to bring students and recruits 
then.” “Well, our job at the embassy is not to care about your business. Our job is to 
protect the homeland, protect the United States. We want to makes sure that when 
people go there, they go for an education.” So, they don’t give a shit about your 
business. 
Response: And she said, “We have to determine whether that student is going to 
come to the United States and be an illegal or commit terrorism. Those are the two 
things.” So, they ask some questions in some way. If the student don’t give exactly 
the answer they are expecting, reject.  
Response: You haven’t seen half of the problems we go through in trying to run and 
get a modern university going. 
Question: But this is the type of … We’ll have to convince it. This is the type of 
information you’re looking for; which goes back to accreditation, government 
regulations. So, you can’t get visas because of that. 
Response: Yeah. So, basically, we have a product. They are crying. We have so 
many financial problems and so on, we can't run the business, we can't do this. Look 
buddy, you got a product and you’re only selling it in Massachusetts or in New 
Hampshire. And I’ve got a world market. You know how many students around the 
globe that are sitting without a seat in the university? 
Question: That would love to have the capability to- 
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Response: Correct, in Asia alone I think every year we add a million more students 
in Asia that can't get a seat in the university every year. A million students! Think 
about the money and think- 
Question: No, it was an interesting comment a couple of years ago, made a 
presentation comment. He goes, “The rate that individuals at the average age are 
moving into the university education age group and the emerging middle class.” He 
goes, “We would need to build,” I think throughout Asia. I think he said about 10,000 
new schools a year to accommodate. And so one- 
Response: His thinking is the traditional thinking. 
Question: But that’s to say. So, that’s traditional, that’s the model. But the point was 
is that how many students are moving up? 
Response: Yes. The number. So, are there ways to scale the university? Of course 
there’s lots of ways to scale the university but you’ve got to get past. 
Question: But you’ve got to have, you’ve got to get past that model. The traditional 
model which means you’ve got to innovate, which means you have to have and 
you’ve got to have different infrastructure and you’ve got to have … One last 
question. 
Response: You see all the problems that we are faced with. 
Response: So, and you’re not, the accreditation body, the big lobbying body, you’re 
not getting past them. They are like a military organization that is stuck in the mud 
and they are not moving. You are not getting past the accreditation bodies in the 
United States. You can get past, I don’t know how you do it. 
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Response: It’s bad, the accreditation body’s got a lot. The regional accrediting 
bodies. 
Question: Typically, the way to get around stuff like that is just create a better model. 
Response: Yeah. 
Question: And so, don’t say you’re broke and fix, you say, here’s a better model that 
works, and still produces the outcomes you’re looking for. So that’s, in my 
experience, that’s a way to get around that. 
Response: Frankly, I was thinking about starting my own accreditation body and 
then using that as a model to do international accreditation. 
Response: They’re going to have … The Government of Singapore says, “No, you 
can't do that.” “Why?” “We only recognize regional.” You see what we got? They 
have been able to brainwash some of these countries to say, the only good 
accreditation body we have is the regional accrediting body. Singapore has thrown up 
many universities and some American Universities that are ACICS and so on out of 
Singapore because they said you’re not accredited. Even a place like Vietnam that is 
so low and stuff, you bring a university that’s ACICS accredited, the government 
says, “What’s your accreditation?” They know only regional that is good. Everything 
else is bad. Anyway- 
Question: So, last question then I do have to run. 
Response: Yeah. 
Question: Universities employ a tremendous number of non academic staff who are 
in the student experience role, some of them in the back office roles. Historically, or 
at least in my perception, they are underutilized from an innovation perspective. They 
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are not going to change the … Well, they could. They’re not in the classroom so 
much but is that a potential source of innovation? Again, touching on other factors 
but if we’re looking at bottoms up, how do you? 
Response: I think so. I think there’s so much fluff in universities. Universities 
remind me of the old digital where you say, once we hire you, you never get fired. 
Question: Right. 
Response: And so, over time we build up this baggage, we’re fat and dumb and 
happy. Universities are like that, people are in positions, they never get fired. And 
they do little things. So, I see it in the big universities. 
Question: We call them staff, we call them professional but typically they are hired, 
at least in my experiences, they’re hired and recruited as clerks versus knowledge 
contributors. 
Response: I think a lot of things because over years and years, if you look at 
universities, their model hasn’t changed. 
Question: Right. 
Response: And so they’re going … If businesses, regular businesses ran like a 
university, many of them would be out of business. 
Question: They’d be out of business. They’d be gone. 
Response: Right. So, they have been able to adapt and change and use technology 
and all of the things. And the universities are still stuck using an old model. 
Question: Because of a lot of the reasons that we’ve talked about. You know, one 
comment that came out of the last session yesterday as we’re talking about this 
particular topic is the total student experience and each touch point can be a learning 
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touch point. So, it may not be a faculty but if it’s program administrator or somebody 
else, it can be a learning point for the student if the model is built appropriately. And 
that could be integrated into the education. Anyway, I don’t know but it struck a 
nerve with me because we do interface with students so much outside the classroom 
and a lot of that is not faculty. 
Response: Right, yeah. 
Question: But can that be integrated with a proper model as a learning. I don’t know 
how to do it but still again this is about, you got to start somewhere. 
Response: Right. I believe that you start taking a look at, let's define this value to 
higher education values. And that’s going to give you a framework that you can use 
to then begin your analysis and how do I add value and what does that value really 
mean? 
Question: Yeah. No. And that’s back to one of my earlier questions, where does a 
university create value? 
Response: Yeah. 
Question: Students, society, employers? 
Response: They might each have a different value chain I don't know. But you can 
come up with one that might be something that is common to most higher education 
institutions and then say, let's take a look. 
Question: Yeah. 
Response: I started. When I started,they were losing something like $5 million a 
year. Now I had to come from Japan. They said, “We’ll sell this university.” I said … 
After I took a look, because I can do my own financial analysis, so I looked at the 
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financial statements, I looked at their procedures. So, I had two backgrounds, the 
business background and the financial background. So, I looked at all of those, and 
this gets back to managers. Explain why we have PhDs to run universities versus 
business guys? 
Response: You look at Harvard, Harvard had a real business guy running Sumner. 
Sumner is a very bright guy. I listened to some of his speeches and so on and Sumner 
is a very, very bright guy. He was in the Obama administration and so on. He made 
some speeches and I got some copies on and I have an old Wall Street journal that 
talked about the value of the American higher education. It was a Wall Street Journal 
article. So, I’ll try to round up those things and send it to you and take a look. And 
they say, when you talk about American value and American strength, you think 
about guns and warships and stuff like that. And we don’t think about the universities 
add strategic value in the United States. 
Response: But that was a very key article. But over time what has happened to that 
strategic value? 
Question: It’s decreasing. 
Response: Yes. 
Question: It’s decreasing. 
Response: Why do you have … Let's go back to who manage universities now. 
When I was there, at that time I was like a business guy with my MBA and my 
finance degree. And so I went in and I took a look and in less than six months, I had 
revamped policies, procedures, payment issues, started to work with students and so 
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on. In less than two years, I turned the university around. Not only did I gain back my 
$5 million dollars, but I made a profit. You need- 
Question: So, bad management. 
Response: Yeah. So, you see. But prior to being there, this is a part of accreditation. 
The old way is we have to have a PhD guy who is at the top of the chain of, because 
this is an education institution. One thing I heard one time is that if you want to be in 
education management, you must have a PhD degree. I asked why? This is a 
business. You need a business guy but I need a PhD to do all of the academics. That’s 
not my thing. Let them run the departments and the academics and so on but let me 
worry about business issues. 
Response: So, I was a business guy and I was able to take it and I see all the business 
issues and I go after the business issues. Prior to that, they had a guy who had a PhD 
in English. 
Question: Running the University. 
Response: Running the University. 
Question: Not that he couldn’t do business but probably with a PhD in English, he 
wasn’t capable. He just- 
Response: Yes, he couldn’t read a financial statement. He depended on what this 
guy was telling him who was the accounting guy. And by the way they didn’t have a 
finance guy. His idea of finance was the accounting guy and that guy was giving him 
advice. 
Question: How are you going to make smart financial decisions? How are you going 
to know how to invest, what to invest in? 
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Response: And he was a true academic and he believed in giving education. And 
when I went there, there were students who owed two years of money. They never 
paid any tuition. 
Question: Because that- 
Response: Because his idea was, look man, I’m an education guy. I don’t care about 
the money thing. Let them come. We’re not going to … Let Tokyo send the money 
over. And I said, “Well, they got to pay the tuition fee.” I was looking, hey you’re 
buying my product, you pay your money or you can't be here. 
Question: This is the thing. People look at it as it’s bad to look at education as 
business. 
Response: As a business. 
Question: It’s bad to look and it’s not. 
Response: This is right. 
Question: It goes back to the thing, you’re creating values, you capture value. And if 
you’re creating it for society, you can capture it from society through tax dollars but 
that’s going down so if you’re creating for employees, or for students then you 
capture it from them. 
Response: And so, you got to also take a look at the management side of thing 
because if you have some business guys who are running this university and they are 
thinking more about the business issues and innovative ideas on how I run my 
business. 
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Question: And that’s where I think there’s also a tremendous … The rail is on the 
education but also on how do you manage this size of business. All right, I’m going to 
have to take off. 
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Second interview – Staff Member 5 years in Higher Education, 5 Years in 
corporate. Programme Delivery Management Position 
 
Question: Hi thanks for taking the time to meet with me today 
Response: Sure my pleasure happy to do it, I was really interested when I got your 
message Great to have the opportunity to talk with you on this subject. 
Question: Great super so I’ll try and be respectful of your time and make this as 
efficient and quick as possible so I’ve got a handful of questions that I wanted to 
address and if you would just done not respond as is as honestly and directly as 
possible and will will continue the conversation it’s a bit unstructured so I said I got 
the questions but will update in and in dig into particular areas depending on how you 
respond to the questions that sound okay. 
Response: Yes sounds great 
Question: okay as I introduced when I first approached and asked for the opportunity 
to have this meeting I’m doing my PhD and my research area is innovation driven 
change management, and I’m studying this in the context of leadership within higher 
education although the end result will be broader than that. To open up, in your 
position as a staff leader within higher education can you share your opinions on how 
dynamic an environment exist at your institution? How open to change, how open to 
innovation, do you feel your organization is? 
Response: that’s an interesting question. In many ways I think that dynamic 
environment and innovation and change are contradictory to the higher education 
environment. I spent a few years in corporate or in industry prior to coming into my 
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current role and then moved into this role about five years ago. Things seem to move 
at a snail’s pace, it seems that it’s very difficult to affect any change in and it seems is 
as if I guess I would say that that there is resistance to it but may be more than 
resistance just out of a lack of interest or a lack of a feel for need for any substantive 
change so now when I would have to say that really I don’t see this, at least compared 
to my previous experience as a dynamic environment. I don’t see it as an environment 
that really and embraces innovation or embraces change and it’s one where and even 
when you know even small ideas are put forward I tend to see a reasonable amount of 
resistance are actually a large amount of resistance to them and so it gets it gets 
frustrating and end after a short time he can to get you to the point where you feel like 
I just a I a I know that it’s so it’s a futile effort and not not something that seems to be 
encouraged or are worth me spending time or maybe even say wasting my time on 
and so in the short time that I’ve been in this environment it just it it’s kind of taken it 
out of me already to try and be motivated to do things like that. 
Question: okay thanks so you compared it to your previous corporate environment so 
perhaps maybe you have or could share some specific examples things they do you 
tried to do or specific examples of things that that that you tried to change or that you 
tried to him to move forward that that did not get accepted in and maybe how that we 
saw something similar would’ve been done in the corporate environment. 
Response: sure yeah you know early on there were several examples, Like I said, I 
have kinda given up now, or at least I’ve been more calculated or have decided it’s 
not really worth the investmen. But early on coming in as a fresh set of eyes into a 
new organization as an individual or you know, motivated employee will see plenty 
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of ways to identify many things could be done differently. Either from you know 
things that they saw in their previous life or previous organization or just their 
different ways to look at it. Something simple here, right, we bring new students onto 
campus and it’s a very manual process and it’s a very disconnected process with 
many different people touching the students from different organizations and is one 
that I didn’t see you know for my at least relative to my previous life is one that was 
very user-friendly or that was designed with the new student in mind. It seemed to be 
more designed with internal stakeholders and internal issues being more important 
than external. Maybe not even more important, its just they were thought of from an 
internal perspective and not thought of from an external perspective and so we looked 
at what was most convenient for us, or who owned it inside versus outside, not what it 
look like to the student. So, coming in I looked at that, and I thought this this isn’t the 
type of first impression we want to have for somebody coming in this can be part of 
our institutions, can be part of our program, for the next year to two years. So I began 
to ask questions begin to interview different people. I begin to put together some 
ideas around it and tried to build some consensus amongst my colleagues and my 
stakeholders. But, I couldn’t traction. There didn’t seem to be any motivation. There 
didn’t seem to be any real interest in doing it didn’t seem to be a perception that the 
way that it was being done was necessarily a problem or needed to be updated. I 
couldn’t quite understand and so then instead of just talking to you my peer 
colleagues I instead started talking to some of the managers and more seniors people 
in the in the organization to understand if this was important to them and if perhaps I 
could get some consensus from that direction. I expected that I would get a little more 
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positive response maybe that at least this was a good area to pursue the maybe some 
advice about things that had been tried in the past or why it would not work or ways 
to overcome some of the obstacles of things like this had been tried product 
previously but instead you know there was lack of of really any real interest there also 
and was really perplexed by that is it this one seemed easy it seemed low resource 
requirements and it didn’t seem like it would be something that would be very 
difficult to do or that risked, or that put the of the program or the institution or our 
group at any real risk, so i started asking that question. Yeah I started asking has this 
been tried before or what has been the experience goes and I’m still you maybe 
haven’t tried this casino lab is early in the organization and didn’t know a lot of the 
history so is asking him to been tried it before and it was really very interesting and 
began to get some interesting insights you know from more senior people and and 
basically the response was don’t bother and it’s of the direction it’s not broke we 
don’t need to fix it. Maybe that’s a little bit of an exaggeration but it was if it’s 
working well enough now, any change has risk associated with it, requires resources 
to be devoted to it, maybe not so much money but requires time and requires effort 
and would require the involvement of multiple stakeholders across the school. Even 
something simple like we were trying to do and basically said this could be a 
multiyear project, need to get all levels of approval throughout the school and in the 
end the machine would be too large and you would get frustrated with it and so don’t 
even start down the path that was kind of the advice I got. 
Question: really interesting so let me dig a little deeper and a particular piece you just 
said there so it indicated that you would need to get even something simple like this 
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you would need to get multiple stakeholders throughout the school so you talked 
about early on that it would require the coordination of a number of different 
functions because the particular problem involved multiple functions touching new 
student so you needed to coordinate with them was was that what you’re talking 
about or was it something broader. 
Response: yeah that’s part of it but it was even bigger than that and it did involved 
needing to get the program owners involved in so program owners were were both 
you know within our group but also you know the academic side of it even though 
this really wasn’t academic the perception was released the advice that I got was that 
this began to touch the students and while it didn’t get inside the classroom it still 
since it touch the students it impacted their academic experience and so we would 
need to get the academic leaders involved i.e. the faculty leaders involved at and it 
was actually in a some of the comments that were made were I thought were quite 
humorous because it just I didn’t seem to hadn’t seen this outside before is that that 
people who are that individuals who seemingly weren’t overly involved in the process 
still felt some sort of ownership or need to control it because either there was the 
perception that if we touched it we would mess it up or that the way that it was again 
like it said earlier was working so why mess with it and so the in and they had said 
that and then something similar different different functional role but in something of 
similar scope they had tried to do some changes and in essentially a committee was 
put together that involve multiple stakeholders both in a from the academic side the 
faculty as well as seen some of the functional leads and some of the meetings were 
were comical it seemed like where you no objections were thrown up that seemed 
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irrelevant now and and I tried to dig and understand if it was just perceived to be 
irrelevant or if it really you know just it was irrelevant if there was some other 
objective and I could could never completely understand but yeah it once it touched 
the boat the student or the new student coming in then it became a larger schoolwide 
issue that involves I say score that may be a bit broad but it and call include included 
many more stakeholders including the academic side because the perception was that 
what we did here might begin to impact impact the learning environment and so 
didn’t happen on my particular project but that was the advice that they had given me 
and and kind of the sharing that they had done on their previous experience and so 
does a big lesson for me coming and to think about how many partners played a role 
in this how much they were involved how I needed to if I wanted to do it how much I 
needed to get them involved and so what I thought was a very intuitive very small 
process now turned out to be something that potentially you know was multiyear 
almost like a program redesign and that that’s an exaggeration but almost like a 
program redesign. 
Question: Really that’s very interesting and I can’t say that it’s wildly different than 
other things I’ve heard although you framed a bit differently. But having that broad 
broader school exposure was something that that I’ve come across before and the 
potential resistance to anything new because of it might impact other areas and then 
there might be unintended consequences so do you see then that the environment to 
be risk-averse? Maybe this is a kind of a an extension of the previous question, or my 
first question, but do you see the environment to be risk-averse? Not to lead you but 
some of the things that you have said in answering the first part tended to indicate that 
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maybe there’s a lack of interest in doing anything different but also getting everybody 
involved in being overly cautious in putting up roadblocks may be looking at 
anything possible that can go wrong will go wrong and so therefore just being more 
risk-averse. Is not something that you might observe that in this environment 
Response: yeah that’s an interesting perspective I may I do see it being risk-averse 
but may be even broader than that I see just a lunar base a perceived lack of interest in 
and investing efforts and in doing anything that requires changing what were doing 
now and so perhaps that’s an aversion to risk or perhaps that is recognition and I can 
canna get this feel from some of my experiences in conversations and in trying to do 
things perception that yeah we could probably do that you know there’s the reality 
that unintended consequences are going to happen which means that it’s it’s not a 
trivial effort and so therefore would require a lot of people to bear would cry more 
people to be involved in and has potential for for causing issues and there just doesn’t 
seem to me much interest in and putting their time into that again I think it is of the 
eye I saw it as more of the of the opinion that what were doing now is getting us by 
okay so why would we want to put forth effort that has some associated risk to do 
things different so there is risk maybe it’s not large but there is risk in doing 
something different and it requires effort and so our current method is good enough 
so why why venture into something that requires additional change. 
Question: super thank you think you for going into that level of detail in sharing let 
meet me change gears a little bit so you say that you know you gave us particular 
specific example which I’d asked for about where you saw it as not being dynamic 
not let me turn that around and ask if you have seen things that have NOT been some 
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sort of had some sort of a dynamic nature or did involved change or he saw things 
occurring are advancing that that that would know that that would be some indication 
of change occurring within the environment 
Response: yes I have seen some change occur and usually at least in my experience 
here usually what I see, is when something either goes wrong in the classroom or is it 
affects the need the academic side and when a faculty member id’s something or you 
know the program team begins to get word from the faculty that there is an issue, then 
it will be driven from that direction. So, for example if students are wanting to see 
more delivery of material just-in-time or a softcopy or in video form or other things 
then that’ll percolate back through either through student feedback forms that impact 
faculty’s ratings or that the faculty will drive. Or, I’ve seen sometimes where faculty 
will have new ideas about delivering material are wanting to introduce things and 
then it gets driven from that side and so it fits at least most of the change that I have 
seen it comes from driven from inside the classroom when it when a faculty sees the 
need or wants to do something different or here’s feedback from the students that they 
will then want to push it and so and so then you were asked to to respond to that. 
Question: okay interesting so let me ask you this or do you have enough exposure to 
answer this is so if you see something that comes that where you know that the 
faculty will product provide feedback to the to the program Dean or where a faculty 
member will will want to do something is it the same date do you see similar 
responses and involved where you have to have multiple stakeholders committees 
long-term stuff like that deep do you get it does that process apply there also? 
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Response: you know sometimes it is guess it depends on how big it is or how much 
feedback there is. Maybe I don’t have enough information to say what ties it together 
to make some of them be more involved in some of them aren’t and I guess maybe 
my perception one of the themes is the larger the change of the bigger the perceived 
change or the more resources required i.e. money or tools or other things like that, 
then it would get more people involved. I perceive a sense of urgency or a sense of 
importance when it’s driven from that direction than I do when it’s driven from the 
other direction. But my previous example else like that and so if it’s something that a 
faculty request to the program team or programme dean, I see that there is a greater 
sense of urgency or that it’s that it takes on a higher level of priority or higher level of 
importance for it to be in for teams to begin working on it and to get the support from 
the senior leaders within the organization and therefore the managers to be to be 
motivated or prioritize it in there to do this then go down to individuals being asked to 
work on it. So yeah when change occurs it comes from inside the classroom it comes 
from feedback from students to faculty or come from faculty looking to put new tools 
in and then things will happen which is refreshing. I like working on interesting 
things, but it’s typically driven by others and then were more asked to respond, to 
implement and not so much to to ideate or to lead those initiatives. 
Question: okay so next question you’ve touched on it a bit earlier in it but I wanted to 
explicitly ask him what do you from your experience over the past two years perceive 
is the main barriers to innovation to change to to to new activity within a within your 
institution  
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Response: yeah you’re right I have mentioned a couple things and I’ll reiterate that I 
think in general the culture and kind of the norms, organizational norms here don’t 
seem to embrace or want to or be focused on, it’s a bit stretch to say, continuous 
improvement but regular updates and in change it’s more like I said earlier if it’s not 
broke or if we don’t perceive it as being broke, if it is working now then let’s not 
address or fix it. But I think maybe, culture would not be a culture of innovation or 
culture of change as I perceive it and even maybe not the culture but it are not a 
culture of it but maybe even a resistance to it. In addition to that, I would add that 
from what I have seen, those that seem most interested in upgrading or can critically 
look at the organization and in drive change, more than just opportunistically taking it 
when it when it comes, would be more of my peers and my colleagues within the 
organization and less so those coming from the pure academic side. That group tends 
to be more of a of the status quo kind of them in that area,  and that if something 
comes and pushes then they will do it but it tends to be more interest from my peers 
and colleagues on the nonacademic side on the administration side but were 
confronted with the issue so we don’t really have the ability don’t have access to the 
resources or I don’t have enough either political influence or authority or control to 
move things forward. There is ultimately a gatekeeper at the top that is from the 
academic side and so when things are advanced there tend to be large committees, 
long projects,  risk-averse and so we get those either legitimate roadblocks or there’s 
a maze that they’re put through to discourage it and and not allow it to happen. So 
that part of it and I also see then perhaps it’s because of the the previous efforts in 
trying and not being successful create limited enthusiasm internally for trying to 
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identify opportunities and to advance them. So it’s more of a culture or more of a 
group in this area my peers my colleagues that the nonacademic side than on faculty 
that just don’t seem interested in it and again I don’t know if it’s if it’s they tried and 
been rejected or tried and not been successful or if it’s is just not in their their DNA 
it’s in my DNA and I’ve got other colleagues here that it is but overall I see some and 
inertia from the administrative side and even the little project like I talked about with 
bringing new students on board see some inertia there to not want to undertake 
because it means a potential conflict it means taking some risk it means doing things 
differently and I get the feeling or the impression in that one and a couple other 
projects that were even smaller, that there wasn’t that much of an appetite to do it. 
Then I’ll go back to is it partially tied to the culture but can it be the rewards or the 
incentives or the structure here doesn’t seem to recognize or promote and so you get I 
get the impression that you’re better off marching to the tune versus trying to be the 
one that’s that’s pushing the boundaries and trying new things so that’s part of it too. 
Question: okay great thank you for that input and elaboration. Something else here 
that I wanted to touch on, that you mentioned is the incentive part. I wanted to 
address and go further on is external factors. Do you have exposure to external factors 
or see external factors being part of the part of the resistance to, or something that 
may be inhibiting you. Could be accreditation or government regulations it could be 
anything along those lines. Do those two that I think of do you see external factors or 
professional factors within this industry that might resist change or that might limit 
the ability to change or innovate 
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Response: I really don’t have that much experience with accreditation or regulation 
so probably not the best person to address that. I have had exposure and have talked 
to people internally that talked about those external factors and also another one, 
rankings,  because I’ve had more exposure there and they talk about the rigidity they 
talk about how that can drive decisions internally so at some level it means playing to 
rules that are that are set up by those bodies but it’s not an area that I have a lot of 
exposure to. When I think about regulation most industries most corporate’s have 
regulation, have some sort of government regulation, and they tend to still create and 
innovate and it’s a survival technique for them and so maybe that’s something I can 
touch on a little bit that would address the previous question. I haven’t had much 
exposure to it though, but have had a few comments and conversations and run into 
this a bit, I did touch on this earlier and let me elaborate more on the need to survive 
in a highly regulated environment. If your business is at stake and you need to survive 
you will do things, but this environment seems less commercial focused. We do have 
the pressure on bringing the numbers and number of students and that sort and to 
evaluate marketing and pricing and all, but it seems less concerned with doesn’t seem 
as commercially driven. So I don’t get the perception of this burning desire to outdo 
the next guy or outdo our competitors and so I will I would add this into what are 
some of the other factors that I may see that perhaps is an external one. I don’t see the 
burning desire to beat the competition or that it’s competitively driven. I don’t look at 
it that much so can’t add much more but it’s more a sense from being in the 
environment so perhaps that would belong in this one unit talking about external 
versus the previous one of other barriers inside. 
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Question: Great thanks that about wraps it up. In parting though any additional 
comments not directed by a question but along the lines of what we’re talking about 
that you’d like to add? 
Response: well maybe just a few what I did want to say is I think you touched on a 
really interesting subject and it’s something that you know in my years within the 
Institute here have felt this is important but I struggled with and so I you know look 
forward to seeing what your output is you know I joined higher education because I 
was passionate about education environment and wanted to see if there’s ways that I 
could help contribute and I think that there’s a lot of opportunities I do see threats 
coming in from the outside but I still see us doing well see some of our peers doing 
well, but I also see others that are not doing well so perhaps there is competitive 
pressure that is coming in perhaps that will help drive it innovation and other things 
as I begin to look for ways to improve and when I go to professional conferences see 
bigger use of technology in the classroom and in and activities related to education. 
MOOCS and for-profit seem to be maturing although there’s still a ways to go. So 
anyway I recognize that this is a field that has been fairly static for a number of years 
or decades but hopefully with the pace of change in the world and in areas 
surrounding this industry and the growing demand for education will be sufficient to 
drive it, and perhaps I can play a part of that in my role here or in my role working on 
the professional side of education. Thanks again, and I look forward to seeing the 
results 
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Question:  hi very nice to connect with you today I’m really excited for the 
introduction that was made and really looking forward to this conversation so thanks 
for the time 
Response: you bet was my pleasure I when I heard what you were doing it was very 
interested in looking forward to speaking with you so look forward to the 
conversation and hopefully sharing some insights from my experience in response to 
your questions today 
Question: fantastic thanks so I must say I was quite intrigued by your title within the 
organization so you’re in an innovation department and best I can tell from the 
introduction in education innovation at the university level is that correct 
Response: Yep you got it that’s my field and an area that I’m quite interested in. I’m 
sure we’ll get into this more, but its and area that unfortunately I haven’t made as 
much progress as I’d like to, but hopefully there will be opportunities as I keep 
working, and maybe you can share some insight from other conversations you’ve had 
or maybe some of the work you’re going to do will help the efforts that I’m doing. 
Question: yeah it seems we were meant to talk so. I have a list of questions but really 
would like to conduct this more like a conversation. So I’ll prime with some 
questions, but really want you to do most of the talking and I think the questions will 
lead to comments and input from you that may lead to additional questions so you 
know the two or three or four questions that I have as a base but really look to branch 
out based on the input that you provide. We can maybe spend about 15-20 minutes 
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and as your schedule allows or as the conversation goes maybe more but I know that 
you have a tight schedule today so if we can wrap this up in that time then stay 
connected as results begin to come in sound okay 
Response: yes sounds good let’s get going 
Question: okay as I had mentioned to your colleague who had referred me to you, I 
am doing my PhD on change management and innovation and having been in the 
higher education field for about 15 years the origin of my work was change 
management in higher education and so our conversation will center around that, but I 
intend to generalize beyond higher education, making the work more broad. But 
higher education is the field that you’re familiar with and where my research data 
collection will be done. I’m conducting just a handful of interviews to initially 
explore my original thoughts on the subject and looking to support and expand and 
add to them. You’re in an innovation department within higher education and I’m 
studying innovation and change management higher education, so I open up with, Are 
higher education institutions innovative, are they dynamic, are they open and prone to 
accept change? 
Response: oh that’s a great question. You would think so wouldn’t you we have an 
innovation department, an innovation team, were labeled innovation, but in the few 
years that I’ve spent in this area, and it’s an area that I’m very interested in, I must 
say that it’s been much more challenging, much slower and much more difficult to 
achieve the objectives that were set out for this group when it was first formed a few 
years back.  
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Question: really I’m very interested in hearing more. What have been the challenges, 
what was the objective or the mission of the group when it was originally set up,  and 
was been the reality over the years 
Response: I was very excited when this group was first was put together and i felt 
like it was my dream job I’ve been in the higher education field for over a decade 
now and then when I saw this opportunity it was an area that I had felt was needed 
and the ability to focus exclusively on higher education innovation was an area that I 
thought was perfect for me so jumped at it. We got off to a great start, good resources, 
what I felt were a select group of good people, good mission and supposedly the 
support of the University leadership. But the machine caught up with us and we 
quickly got swallowed in and it became very difficult to really affect any change and 
to realize what I was hoping for by joining this position. Like I had said we’ve been 
here for about three years, so maybe I’m a little impatient but in some organizations I 
understand three years is a lifetime and if you’re not evolving and changing in and 
redeveloping then you’re extinct or you’re on your way to being extinct or obsolete. 
Or more specifically if you’re not delivering on your mission, and our mission is 
innovation in higher education, or innovation within our institution, then you’re 
disbanded. But that doesn’t seem to be the case, there seems to be a general 
acceptance of the level of work that were doing so sometimes I come in and I 
question is this a façade or is it is it something to appease either government officials 
or other senior university officials or is it a pet project of somebody that I was not 
aware. We’re existing,  we’re still supported but we don’t seem to be driving the 
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change that I thought was going to happen or driving innovation nor having the 
ability to explore and test that I thought we were going to have. 
Question: okay so let me interrupt for one second and I want you continue with that 
train of thought, but you were set up with the mission you were set up with what you 
saw is objectives now you don’t see your group delivering on that but you still feel 
that your organization is in a safe position that correct? 
 
Response: yes you’re exactly right, and that concerns me. So if were not delivering 
on what our mission was was the purpose of our organization? So let me elaborate 
more on what’s happening within the group and them will come back to this. So we 
had a few key objectives when we first started, teaching efficacy, outcome 
measurements technology in the classroom faculty development and there were a 
number of proposals ideas suggestions that were put forward and we actually got 
some resources and made some progress towards them within our team.  
Question: okay sounds good so things are going well? 
Response: well initially okay but I tend to want to be very applied and so it’s not just 
about developing and doing it with our group. Of course I want to scale I want to 
bring it out to the organization I want to prototype I want to test and that’s where we 
ran into ran into roadblocks.  
Question: what kind of roadblocks 
Response: we identified a few key faculty that were aligned to be partnering with us, 
but they never seem to be terribly engaged, in fact at times it seemed that they were 
even resistant to it. We would we were led by a faculty within the group, and one of 
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her key responsibilities was to liaise with the other faculty and to collaborate with 
them as we were developing and designing. That seemed to be going well and so 
from a development or from a research point of view it seemed to go very well and 
then when we would try and take it beyond that and get into the development or 
testing that’s where we ran into issues. When it came time to apply the work that we 
had done in developing things seem to hit a standstill and not be able to advance. This 
happened on multiple projects. There just did not seem to be the willingness to roll 
things out on a larger scale or to even test them in a small setting outside of our 
development area. In discussions with our resident faculty, I got the impression that 
the effort and work required to expand things on a larger scale was simply too large 
with too low probability of being successful for her to take it on. So to me it began to 
feel like we were more on the academic side were exploring concepts and developing 
to a certain level but with limited expectations of advancing it and perhaps using this 
as an opportunity for publications or for writing. 
Question: thank you this is very insightful it seems at odd with the mission of the 
group but perhaps there were missions that were clearly stated or that weren’t obvious 
to all 
Response: yeah I agree the more projects we did the more it began to look like this 
was a pet project of somebody within the organization. Or perhaps it started out with 
greater intentions, real applied intentions, but when the reality of actually 
implementing or actually rolling out became more obvious the willingness to do it 
quickly ebbed. 
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Response: additionally I began to see a few faculty throughout the university, view 
our group as a as an alternative place to get resources for other projects they were 
working on. So while technically we were set up as an education innovation lab 
practically and became a resource for a few to pursue projects that they were 
interested in but not really aligned well with the mission as I understood it. 
Question: really, that seems quite problematic. This was accepted at the university 
level? 
Response: yes it was. Which is why I began to think perhaps that it was either the 
initial or an  evolution of the mission or the purpose for our organization. I did get to 
work on some really interesting initiatives and the work was fun, however it has not 
evolved to what I had hoped it would be. I do feel I’m learning a lot and getting to 
work on projects that interest me I would just like to see them go further. I would like 
to see us have a bigger impact or would like to see at least some of our projects get 
rolled out on a larger scale.  
Question: so if you are developing interesting output, what do you think are the 
obstacles are the reasons that they’re not advancing further, applied or practice point 
of view? 
Response: great question, I can’t say that I really know the answer but I have my 
beliefs. The work that were doing seems to be perceived as unpractical “geewhiz” 
type of efforts, and there doesn’t seem to be a great sense of need to do anything 
different from the constituents that we’re trying to influence to use our developments, 
or to help us do development work. There’s not that  pain, or drive to really focus and 
enhance this part of the University. Our stakeholders are quite excited and happy to 
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utilize the resources in the name of what we’re doing and in a stretch, technically it 
could be aligned, but not pushing it as far as I was expecting or it hoped 
Question: have you sought to be an advocate amongst faculty or to partner with some 
faculty that you may feel closely aligned with? Good leaders make things happen and 
overcome obstacles and resistance so how would you respond to that claim or to that 
statement? 
Response: oh quite so, I’ve tried many times tried to develop good rapport and tried 
to get key faculty stakeholders involved but in the end these relationships don’t seem 
to really develop to the level necessary to be closely aligned into be able to affect 
abdication for initiatives 
Question: but perhaps your initiative’s faculty leader could be a source or target for 
your advocation? 
Response: yes you would think so however referring back to an earlier comment 
seems to be more of a interest and passion for creating, but less so for extending it out 
on even a small scale 
Response: oh I’m sorry I just got pained and need to run off now some going to have 
to cut this short. Perhaps we could set up another time to continue the conversation 
nor for me to answer additional questions that you have. Is that okay? 
Question: Yes, yes, of course. I’m very appreciative of the time you shared and the 
input you’ve provided has been very helpful. You bring in a particularly powerful 
point of view. Given your organization’s name and your passion for doing this, so 
thank you very much. I might ask if we could have the opportunity to extend the 
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conversation. Or, if you might introduce me or make introductions or connect me 
with your peer group that’s doing this at other universities. Would that be acceptable 
Response: sure my colleagues would be very interested in the work you’re doing and 
I expect happy to have similar conversations or to assist in other ways you might find 
abuse. 
Question: that’s great thank you so much I’ll let you go now and say thanks again for 
the time I appreciated I will follow-up with an email to connect and explore setting up 
a future call or for connections to your colleagues in the space. Thank you so much. 
Goodbye 
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